
1 

 

PERSPECTIVES ON SCHOLARLY 

COMMUNICATION: 

Volume Two 
 

 
Barred owl, Iroquois National Wildlife Refuge. Photograph by Christopher Hollister (2020) 

 

 

Authored by students from the Department of Information Science  

LIS 577: Scholarly Communication 

University at Buffalo 

Fall 2020 

 

Instructor: Christopher Hollister  



2 

 

Table of Contents 

Preface – Christopher Hollister ..................................................................................................... 4 

Copyright Information ................................................................................................................. 5 

1. Flipping the Script: Creating Equity for BIPOC Academics in Scholarly Publishing 

through Open Access – Tom Poenhelt .......................................................................................... 6 

2. Ethics and Academic Tenure: The Struggle for Female Identifying Scholars to Achieve 

Tenure – Deanna Roberts ............................................................................................................ 13 

3. Predatory Publishing and Academic Libraries – Allison Fiegl ........................................... 21 

4. Perspectives on Research Metrics: Demanding Change When No One is Listening – 

Lydia Torres .................................................................................................................................. 28 

5. Reputation and Global Accessibility: Platinum OA Journals as the Future of Responsible 

Scholarly Publishing – Allison Harding ..................................................................................... 35 

6. Scholarly Communication and the Open-Access Mega-Journal – Cathryn McVearry ..... 44 

7. Shining a Light in the Mine: An Analysis of the Role of Librarians in Text & Data 

Mining and Copyright – Annie Peters........................................................................................ 51 

8. Copyright Endures for a Reason: It Works – Ben Cosgrove ............................................... 59 

9. Taking Back What’s Ours: Reclaiming Academic Literature Through Sci-Hub – 

Matthew Longo ............................................................................................................................. 68 

10. Modern Scholarly Communication and the Humanities – Brigette Meskell .................... 75 

11. The Benefits of Open Educational Resources – Kristen VanValkenburg........................... 81 

12. The Credibility of Self-Publishing: Open Peer Review – Sarah Cook .............................. 88 

13. Copyright Transfer Agreements: Consequences and Alternatives – Julie Crowell ........ 95 

14. Unlocking Grey Literature’s Positive Impact – Tre Berney ............................................ 101 

15. Peer Review in Open Access Journals – Michael Bouklas ............................................... 107 

16. Establishing Trust in the Peer Review System Going Forward – Colin Campbell ........ 112 

17. Professionalizing the Peer Review System – Amatul Momin ............................................ 119 



3 

 

18. Why Do Scholars Publish For Impact? An Examination of the ‘Publish or Perish’ 

Paradigm – Griffin VanOstrand ................................................................................................ 127 

19. Bias in Peer Review: An Exploration of the Best Review Models – Meghan Provenzano

..................................................................................................................................................... 132 

20. Trusted Digital Repositories – Lisa Dellessandro ............................................................. 137 

21. Supporting Open Access – Colin Gordon .......................................................................... 144 

22. Modernizing the Peer Review Process Through Elimination of Bias – Luke Conley .... 149 

23. The Impact of Open Access Medical Research on Other Researchers and the Public – 

Megan Sullivan ........................................................................................................................... 155 

24. Encouraging Open Scholarship in the Humanities through Alternative Methods and 

Publishing – Tim Allman............................................................................................................ 162 

 

  



4 

 

Preface 
 

Perspectives on Scholarly Communication: Volume Two, like its preceding volume, is a student-

created open monograph. Graduate students in the University at Buffalo’s Department of 

Information Science authored this compilation for the LIS 577: Scholarly Communication course 

during the fall term of 2020. Each chapter is the culmination of a student’s semester-long 

investigation into an aspect of scholarly communication for which he or she has established an 

informed position. The text was developed under the Creative Commons license CC BY-NC-SA 

4.0 as an open educational resource, which can be adapted for future sections of the Scholarly 

Communication course or for similar courses offered in library and information science 

programs at other institutions.  

 

The original version of Perspectives on Scholarly Communication: Volume Two was compiled 

on a local, non-public drive; a complete and unedited copy will remain there in perpetuity. Some 

of the original chapters were excluded from this public edition to accommodate students who did 

not wish to have their work openly available, to account for students who did not sign a required 

institutional agreement allowing for digital conversion, access, storage, and preservation, or to 

respect common and reasonable standards of academic quality. This edition was developed from 

the original to align with criteria for posting to the University at Buffalo’s Institutional 

Repository; particular attention was given to screen readable accessibility standards. Only minor 

edits were made to the text to address misspellings, glaring grammatical errors, and issues of 

stylistic inconsistency. As a result of problematic design, it was also necessary to modify or 

exclude some student-created, complementary infographics. To maintain the overall integrity of 

students’ coursework, no further adjustments were made.  

 

I offer my most sincere thanks to the participating students who provided a leap of faith in the 

development of this volume, which was the product of an ambitious open pedagogical 

experiment. Albeit, this undertaking was a new and sometimes uncomfortable learning exercise 

for this group of students, they embraced the ideals of open education, renewable coursework, 

and educational experimentation and innovation. Readers of this text will encounter 

imperfections that are characteristic of student coursework; so be it. Of greater effect, readers 
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will also encounter an abundance of student passion for scholarly communication topics they 

chose, the positions they argued, and the solutions they proposed.  

 

Christopher Hollister 

Instructor, LIS 577: Scholarly Communication 

Fall 2020 

 

Copyright Information 
 

This work is licensed under the Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 International (CC 

BY-NC-SA 4.0) license. 

  

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/
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1. Flipping the Script: Creating Equity for 

BIPOC Academics in Scholarly Publishing 

through Open Access 
 

Tom Poehnelt 
  

Higher education, like many long-established institutions in the United States, is steeped 

in policy and practice that benefits the white, heteronormative, cisgender male hegemony it was 

established to advance. Of course, U.S. society is gradually evolving from such a myopic 

viewpoint with diversity initiatives brought on by social justice movements resulting in the 

amendment of some opinion and laws, but wholesale change and reimagined systems that are not 

racist, homophobic, nor misogynistic are both slow and rare. Academia, including its libraries, is 

making incremental progress, but there are still many ways that it privileges whiteness and other 

normativities. This means that there are still many ways to combat archaic practices in order to 

achieve equity, including academic publishing. The machinations of the publishing system favor 

the studies and voices of white, heteronormative, cisgender men because it was established for, 

run by, and benefits such people and the ideas they espouse. The machinations also work to 

silence and marginalize the voices, studies, and ideas of Black, Indigenous, and People of Color 

(BIPOC), LGBTQIA+, and female scholars, which affects tenure, standing, and the mental well-

being of these people, and increases the threat of stagnation in discourse. Open access publishing 

affords BIPOC voices equity and representation more reflective of their numbers in academia by 

working outside of the restrictions of established publishing practices. 

There are many hurdles BIPOC scholars face in receiving equitable opportunities to 

publish that stem from the academic publishing field being established by and long run by white, 

heteronormative, cisgender men. A lot of the challenges they encounter are similar to ones faced 

by other marginalized groups, including women, in academia. This stigma is reflected in the 

scholarship published on the subject, as there are more articles on the biases against women than 

there are on the prejudices against BIPOC. However, with many similarities in their struggles, 

these articles provide insight into the trials marginalized groups in general face. The inherent 

bias BIPOC scholars face starts with the gatekeepers of the scholarly publishing industry, 

particularly the editors and peer reviewers, being 79-91% white (Dawson et al, 2020). This is 
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problematic in several ways including the legitimization of what is considered worthy research 

(Turner et al, 1999; Stanley 2007; Fulkerson & Tushingham, 2019; Scharrón-Del Río, 2020). 

Stanley (2007) calls this legitimacy of specific fields over others the master narrative, where “the 

dominant group in academia writes [the] most research and, more often than not, they are White 

men. Members of marginalized groups, such as women and people of color, have had little or no 

input into the shaping of this master narrative” (p. 14). This problem of publishing and academia 

advancing a master narrative is cyclical and a bit incestuous, susceptible to the stagnation of 

innovative thought and theories new perspectives add. 

Besides reliance on a master narrative, academic publishing is difficult for BIPOC 

authors to find fair footing in because of other issues that favor white scholars outright, or 

through their ignorance of inequities embedded in the system. Besides the majority of editors 

being white men, men receive the majority of invitations to submit to established or top-tier 

journals by around 2-to-1 (Holman et al, 2018), which tend to reinforce established 

epistemologies (Stanley, 2007). Additionally, the more opportunity white men are given to 

publish from the master narrative they are accustomed to, the less likely they are to acknowledge 

or think the inequities they benefit from are anything but inevitable (Helmer et al, 2017). In 

addition, “[s]tandard processes are often the way for structurally empowered individuals and 

groups to justify the exclusion and/or mistreatment of those at the racial periphery” (Buggs et al, 

p. 1390). Besides turning a blind eye to discrimination and bias, other systemic hurdles that 

academic publishing either initiate, condone, or ignore are micro-aggressions, and the lack of 

representative mentorship (Fulkerson & Tushingham, 2019). 

Problems of inequity in scholarly publishing for BIPOC scholars are not at its worst, and 

there are efforts being made to change the landscape, at least superficially, like setting up 

diversity initiatives. One danger of such an initiative, however, is that it can operate within the 

established norms of the systemic racism the industry operates through, giving the appearance of 

change. As Dawson et al (2020) note, there are scholarly publications that focus on antiracist 

epistemologies by BIPOC authors, yet “the workforce at most scholarly publishing companies 

does not reflect the public we engage and educate” (p. 171). As white, heteronormative, 

cisgender men developed the agendas and scholarship that determined the master narrative of 

academic publishing, rewriting the narrative that legitimizes scholarship will require a more 

representative and equitable voice. Additionally, diversity initiatives are not always equitable, 
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particularly when they are framed as levelling the playing field by liberal-minded policymakers 

and weaponized by attempts at color-blindness by conservative ideologues (Hundle, 2019). 

These issues are two sides to the same coin as a level playing field is never actually level when it 

is established on a skewed system, while color-blindness is more so blindness in general to both 

the privileges of one race and the disadvantages of another. 

Not all of the problems faced by BIPOC scholars in academic publishing are created by 

the inequities present in the system, but other problems are exacerbated by its marginalization. 

One such issue is the way disenfranchised groups are treated monolithically in both their 

exclusion and in certain inclusions. Not only are BIPOC grouped together by the acronym used 

throughout this paper, but ethnic, cultural, and national lines are blurred when considering their 

collective disenfranchisement. This “[i]nvisibility in academic institutions takes many forms. 

Lack of visible inclusion in organizations and publications communicates, sometimes 

inaccurately, homogeneity and excludes multiple dimensions of marginalization” (Scharrón-Del 

Río, 2020, p. 296). The many ways they are marginalized extends beyond race, as women of 

color and LGBTQIA+ academics battle erasure on many fronts. Garnering more exposure 

through publishing and employment opportunities for BIPOC scholars would in turn create more 

exposure for the facets that give these communities depth. It can be argued that white scholars 

are also miscategorized monolithically, but their “sameness” does not subjugate nor silence 

them. 

Another struggle for equity among BIPOC academics, perhaps due in part to their 

homogenization as “other,” is building solidarity amongst other marginalized scholars in the 

fight for true representation. As stated earlier, the fight for equality in scholarly publishing 

focused on women struggling against the male hegemony already ensconced, yet for white 

women who have benefitted from affirmative-action policies, “additional research has shown 

that they have also been at the forefront of conservative anti-affirmative action movements” 

(Crenshaw, 2007, as cited in Hundle, 2019, p. 294). This disconnect of supporting one civil right 

over all civil rights is myopic, but unfortunately it is not an outlier. In subtler ways LGBTQIA+ 

and BIPOC communities are complicit as well in the marginalization of their peers, either by not 

advocating for their peers and participating in their invisibility (Scharrón-Del Río, 2020), or by 

engaging in the same system of oppression that limits the scholarship of disenfranchised scholars 

as a member of an editorial board (Stanley, 2007). 
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Open access academic publishing has not been a vanguard in equitable practices for 

BIPOC scholars, and scholarship on it has focused primarily on issues of veracity and validity 

(Ball, 2016; Severin et al, 2018), information dissemination and access (Bosch, 2008; Adema & 

Ferwerda, 2018), and cost (Theodorou & Konsta, 2011; Heller et al, 2013). However, part of the 

draw of open access is the availability of new scholarship to a broader audience (Heller et al, 

2013), which provides greater opportunity for more collaboration, more exposure for a wider 

array of scholars, and the dissemination of more innovative scholarship. These attributes of open 

access can help initiate several practices that will create equity for BIPOC scholars, including 

encouraging multivocal research. Fulkerson & Tushingham (2019) claim that multivocality, 

which is the practice of interacting with multiple voices on a subject, when advanced, “has the 

power to combat epistemic injustices and improve systemic inequalities in . . . publishing” (p. 

381). Another way BIPOC scholars challenge the academic status quo is through conducting 

research that runs counter to the master narrative. These counter narrative epistemologies 

provide “multiple and conflicting models of understanding social and cultural identities. They 

also challenge the dominant White and often predominantly male culture that is held to be 

normative and authoritative” (Stanley, 2007, p. 14). With more opportunity to publish and a 

better chance to have one’s work seen and cited by peers, open access can thus increase the 

visibility of BIPOC researchers and their work through multivocality and its work of challenging 

established and myopic viewpoints and arguments. 

Both of the practices above that aim to delegitimize the systemic marginalization of 

BIPOC authors stem from efforts to decolonize academia, including academic publishing. 

According to Buggs et al (2020), what this entails is “not only the inclusion of historically 

delegitimized scholarship from marginalized scholars, but also revised review processes that 

incorporate the scholarly work, traditions, theorizing, and epistemology of 

subaltern/marginalized peoples that have always existed” (p. 1388). In other words, the 

purveyors of open access, including editors and referees when applicable, must work with 

academics to include more research from the fringes to increase its visibility and its voice in 

discursive conversation, with the goal of decentering the normative ideologies and practices 

(Scharrón-Del Río, 2020). It is difficult to incorporate a decolonization of diversity, as Hundle 

(2019) says, because it is not just a reactionary response to the inequities that have led to the 

current awareness of injustices against BIPOC and other subjugated communities in academia, 
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but it is a “continual critique in relation to shifting global and local terrains of power” (p. 300). 

Proffering visibility and awareness to new scholarship that critiques systems of thought in a 

decolonizing manner are key ways to both learn how academics are decolonizing, as well as a 

practice of decolonization itself. 

As a way to continually decolonize academic publishing and maintain a vigilance for 

equity to BIPOC scholars, the past and present must attempt to connect with the future. 

Innovation and collaboration are touted benefits of open access publishing just as they are ways 

to welcome counter narratives and multivocality. There is also a practice Wilhelm et al (2017) 

borrow that easily translates to a habit that would encourage more equity in academic publishing, 

which is the Bechdel test. This test, originally intended to raise awareness of marginalizing or 

stereotyping female characters in fictional narratives, is named for its co-originator, comics 

creator Alison Bechdel (OED). It is suggested to be a standard measuring against the 

marginalization of female authorial voices by verifying that a publication has at least two 

citations of female scholars, one deliberately engaged with and the other an original piece of 

research by a woman (Wilhelm et al, 2017). This is easily adaptable to verify interaction with 

researchers otherwise marginalized including those in a BIPOC community. It is also an act of 

decolonization that welcomes new epistemologies, hopefully through open access publishing. 
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2. Ethics and Academic Tenure: The Struggle 

for Female Identifying Scholars to Achieve 

Tenure  
 

Deanna Roberts 

 

A survey of the available literature suggests that multiple disciplines within academia 

have begun to discuss the implications of gender on the academic tenure process. Scholarship in 

this subject area is lacking and there is room for further investigation into the impacts of gender 

on the tenure review process. Furthermore, even when women achieve academic recognition and 

are widely published, policies at the institution level are not implemented. Men tend to be given 

tenure status at a higher rate than women, especially in STEM fields. While the gender gap of 

female representation in academia is shrinking, underrepresentation of women in senior positions 

is a continued problem worldwide. In order to improve scholarly communications, female 

identifying scholars need to be granted tenure at the same rate as their male counterparts. 

Florence Mood (1971, as cited in Gregory, 1995, p.87) states that, the tenure system is the 

“major barrier to the female scholar”—suggesting that the system itself is what prevents female 

identifying scholars from achieving tenure.  

 Unfortunately, stereotypical attitudes towards women still exist at universities today; 

institutions that are often home to gatekeepers that try to prevent women from having a real 

presence in the academe. Betz and Schifano (2000), writing only 20 years ago, state that 

gatekeepers in universities still believe that women have no place in university teaching and 

researching—rationalizing their position based on the “facts” that women are not as committed 

to their careers as men and that they are more interested in marrying and raising families. 

However, these attitudes are not based in fact at all. Paludi and Denmark (2011 p. 46) note that 

often times women are the top academic achievers in graduate studies programs—indicating a 

high level of commitment to their scholarship. Representation of female college faculty in 

tenured positions does not match the demographic make-up of many graduate programs. When 
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the voices of women are kept at the margins, and denied academic tenure, the entire scholarly 

communications process is damaged. 

 The academic tenure process is a major contributor to scholarly communication—it 

maintains the vehicle that drives dissemination of scholarly information and research. However, 

the mechanics and upkeep are outdated and current norms and practices of publishing within the 

academic community are limiting. Tierney (2002, p. 61) writes that the current tenure system 

“stultifies creativity while junior faculty rush to publish.” The system that was supposed to create 

and protect an atmosphere of innovation has instead overburdened faculty, crushing their 

creativity as they try to keep up with the timeline for tenure. Within the library and information 

science (LIS) field, research into how open access publishing can assist in helping female 

scholars achieve tenure is just beginning. “Scholarly” does not always have to be equivocated 

with having achieved being published in a highly reputable journal. However, even though this 

research shows that open access publishing can be a bridge to tenure for minority and female 

junior faculty—acceptance of this form of publication as an admissible representation of 

scholarly recognition is minimal.  

 While context is important to consider when discussing the tenure process, across the 

board those involved have generally negative feelings. In research from Reybold (2008, p.286) 

we learn that, 

 In the words of participants, the tenure process is described with such words as horror, 

 unreal, power, unclear, safety, panic, distraction, risky, intense, calculating, and a ledge. 

 Overwhelmingly, participants believe the tenure and promotion process is political and 

 unfair, and for many their experience fails the litmus test of academic ethicality. 

Not only is the tenure process long and tedious, it is unethical. Ethics have an important place in 

the academic community, helping to govern how norms are set and upheld. There is a slippery 

slope when research finds, time and time again, that men are achieving tenure at a higher rate 

than women. Ann Scott (1970, p.4) acknowledge that the presence of women in academia is 

minimal writing that,  

 … this creates a lack in the academic world of what sociologists refer to as “visible life 

 models,” or “role models.” Women in the university do not see enough successful 

 women, or even women treated as equals to their male colleagues, for women are the 

 “invisible men” today’s colleges—inseparate, but unequal. 
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This provocative and foundational piece (with no bibliometric analysis associated with it) was an 

attempt to create action and change in the academic environment to improve the position of 

female identifying scholars. Yet, as can be seen through the history of scholarship on the subject 

of gender and tenure, it did not spark the necessary revolution. In 2009, more than 35 years later, 

at the University at Buffalo State University of New York, an ad hoc committee gathered in 

response to the fact that, “during the AY2007-2008, the Provost and President denied promotion 

and tenure to six women who received positive votes—two of them unanimous—from the PRB” 

(Bisson, et al., p.11). At just over ten years ago, it is apparent that this problem is present and 

alive.  

Tierney and Bensimon (1996, p.5) write of the “common negative experiences” that 

suggest a need for change within the system of tenure. Through their work, the focus is given to 

a particular group—junior faculty. By juxtaposing the experience of junior faculty against senior 

colleagues it is revealed that the “academe is in need of dramatic restructuring.” Writing nearly 

25 years ago, this monograph has had a moderate impact in scholarship in this area. Much can be 

speculated about why this specific resource is not more prominent; however, it is further 

evidence that points to the need for more research surrounding how the tenure process is not 

immune to gender bias. Reviewing this book, Boice (1997) says that, “Tierney and Bensimon 

argue convincingly, that a close examination of tenure experiences explains what keeps novice 

faculty professors from surviving: They fail if they try to preserve their individuality, particularly 

if they are women or people of color” (p.591). Many female identifying junior faculty are either 

not given the “vote” of tenure, or they leave before the review process is complete.  

 As Lawrence, Celis, and Ott (2014, p.156) suggest, “Faculty who have not yet earned 

tenure and believe campus decisions are inequitable depart prior to review, especially women 

and minority group members.” The tendency of female identifying and minority scholars to leave 

institutions before tenure review suggests that the process is unjustly biased in both gender and 

race. This study makes two important contributions to scholarship relating to the tenure process: 

1) the study substantiates past findings of how individual experience and perceived inequalities 

impact the tenure decision-making process, and 2) the study offers focused attention on the 

tenure review and workplace factors that may diminish a faculty member’s trust in the evaluation 

process. The article is fairly accessible, but still rather dense in its presentation of the findings. A 

problem that runs parallel to a lack of bibliometrics and publications amongst female junior 
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faculty is that they tend to allocate their time differently, focusing more on non-research tasks 

such as teaching and service work.  

Perna (2002, p.445) writes that, “women not only assume faculty positions at a relative 

disadvantage in terms of access to information and professional networks but also fall behind 

because of extra demands, particularly with regard to committee assignments and student 

advising.” Additionally, women who chose to have children in the midst of the tenure process, 

struggle to achieve their goals. “Although most faculty agree that faculty should be allowed to 

stop the tenure clock to care for a newborn child, only a very small percentage of faculty actually 

use such policies” (p.445). If a woman decides to have a family, and raise a child, the chances of 

reaching tenure in the time required decreases. According to Harzing’s Publish or Perish, in 

support of the analysis that the topic of gender and tenure needs more attention, this 

encyclopedia article by Perna has only been cited 5 times since its publication. Overall Perna has 

an H-index of 63, has been active in the scholarly community for 25 years, and has been cited 

over 14,500 times. 

 As an emerging scholar Lily Gossage contributes to the discourse by adding how external 

demands on female engineering faculty impact both tenure-track and already tenured professors. 

The number of tenure track positions being offered has been steadily decreasing over time, with 

many professors not pursing tenured jobs due to their incompatibility with family life. Work-life 

balance is highlighted in a dissertation from Gossage (2019, p. 46) stating, “one reason for the 

steep decline was attributed to sentiments regarding family formation.” Citing many studies, 

Gossage affirms the fact that there is “meager representation of tenured women” in academia 

(Gossage, 2019, p.47). Focusing on STEM disciplines, Gossage analyzes statistics from National 

Academies 2010 that show the total number of women in the U.S. that hold tenure and tenure-

track faculty positions is only 18%; further noting that there are very few studies that try to 

answer how and why of this phenomenon.  

 Underrepresentation of women in tenured positions is not limited to “hard” sciences 

within STEM fields. Published in Higher Education Policy, which is indexed within the JCR, 

with a journal impact factor of 1.597, Wöhrer is writing in a reputable periodical. As a scholar, 

Wöhrer has an H-Index of 7 and this particular article has been cited 21 times. Examining 

sociologists, and trying to answer the question of why so many early career scholars remain in 

academia, Wöhrer (2014, p. 475) finds that “almost all the researchers describe having 
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experienced situations of ‘helplessness’, ‘frustration’, ‘sadness’, or ‘crisis.’” Interviewed over a 

period of eight years, the research shows moving trends in how work-life balance is perceived. 

One female perspective from an interviewee sums up these feelings quite well,  

 I can’t invest more time than I already do, I have two children and I can’t do more, I’ve 

 reached the limit, I can’t publish more. So, I think maybe I should think about another  

 alternative after these three years are over. But then I think, maybe I can do it and I will 

 make it within these three years. But this wheel of publishing, of writing proposals is 

 hanging over the heads of young researchers like a sword of Damocles. 

Balancing family life (and all the responsibilities that come with it) alongside all the demands of 

reaching tenure take a toll on women in academia. Furthermore, academia is often not pulling in 

the best or most talented researchers, but more those that have been willing to “pay the price” 

(Wöhrer 2014, p. 484). So, what can be done? Wöhrer suggests, “a broader consideration of 

researchers’ need to balance work and private life combined with more stability in research 

conditions and employment situations would not only improve the living and working conditions 

of future researchers, but it might also help increase to pool of good researchers working at 

universities, and the quality of the research they produce” (p. 484-485). Quality of research 

should be more important that quantity—however, in current tenure process policy it is not.  

 Broad systemic change is needed in order to improve the tenure process, and bring in 

more women to enhance scholarly communication. Open access publishing provides an 

opportunity for those on the fringes of the academic community to achieve recognition and reach 

tenure. Hathcock (2017, p. 1) speaks about changing the narrative around open access.  

 I want to challenge that conceptualization of open. I want to flip the script, so to speak,  

 on how we view open; rather than looking at it as a means of getting mainstream 

 scholarship out to the margins, instead I want us to see it as a way of getting scholarship 

 from marginalized communities into our mainstream discourse.  

Hathcock goes on further to acknowledge that there is a wealth of information and scholarship 

that the academic community (and society at large) is missing out on because these voices are 

largely unseen and unheard. “With open access, however, voices at the margins are able to come 

toward the center, toward the mainstream” (Hathcock, 2017, p.1-2). Female scholars, and 

particularly female BIPOC scholars, are part of this group on the margins. “Open scholarship 

allows for previously silenced voices and discussions to be heard” (Hathcock, p.2).  
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 Traditional academic publishing often takes a long time, as researchers submit original 

research to journals, their work is peer reviewed, and then often times rejected but publishers 

(starting the cycle again) sometimes resulting in it taking years and years to publish findings, and 

making the research available. McKiernan (2015) writes that, “The scholarly communications 

people in the room needed no convincing that ‘open’ is the way to go, and the researchers in 

attendance were often there because they already had an interest in open practices. The very 

people I needed to convince – the most traditional researchers, those skeptical about ‘open’ – 

were rarely in the room.” Open does not mean non-peer reviewed or badly researched. Open 

means a way to broaden the scholarly discourse, moving it beyond the confines of white and 

Western thinking. Open also makes space for discussing failure. “When it comes to scholarly 

communication, failure is one of those areas that forever remain hushed in the dark, and yet, 

there is much we can learn from work that has been marginalized because it has not produced the 

desired, or even expected, results” (Hathcock, 2017, p.3). This in turn makes space for the 

perceived failures of junior female faculty, seeking tenure, to be a part of the academic 

conversation. It makes space within academia to bring forward the very real issue that men are 

still achieving tenure ahead of, and in higher numbers, than women. The intersectional nature 

between the tenure process and gender is undeniable. It is often dramatically more challenging 

for female identifying junior faculty (particularly women of color) to get published and achieve 

tenure. Scholarly communication is meant to advance knowledge—this process is incomplete 

when a large percentage of academic voices are being forced or left out because they are not part 

of the academy. 
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3. Predatory Publishing and Academic 

Libraries 
 

Allison Fiegl 

The scholarship on predatory publishing is nascent with many authors seeking to define 

predatory publishing, predatory publishers, and predatory journals. Predatory publishing can be 

described as the practice whereby unscrupulous publishers prey upon inexperienced academic 

authors by encouraging publication in their less reputable journals. Predatory publishers are 

driven solely by profit, which they make from author paid fees, known as article processing fees 

(APCs) (Berger & Cirasella, 2015). The response to predatory publishing and the corruption of 

academic scholarship has been studied from various disciplines; however this paper will 

concentrate on the Library & Information Science (LIS) field.  

Many articles on predatory publishing cover what conditions gave rise to the 

phenomenon, how scholarly research is affected, and how some propose combating the problem. 

The literature shares many viewpoints, such as the ultimatum of “publish or perish” as the 

primary reason authors submit to predatory journals (Nicholson, 2017; Buitrago Ciro & Bowker, 

2020; Ojala et al., 2020; Swanberg et al., 2020; Xia et al., 2020). Often the pressure to meet 

tenure and promotion requirements pushes authors to seek out alternatives to the lengthy, 

rigorous peer-review process of traditional publishing. There is tremendous competition to be 

published in top ranking, high impact journals, making it difficult to get published. Predatory 

publishers know this and entice researchers with a quick publishing timeframe, and therefore the 

published research has at most, cursory peer review. Researchers receive unsolicited email with 

invitations to questionable conferences which is another tactic becoming increasingly more 

common, as predatory publishers use these conferences as a side for-profit business (Beall, 2015; 

Buitrago Ciro & Bowker, 2020).   

Fortunately, libraries are well positioned to help inexperienced scholars avoid publishing 

in a predatory journal, attending a conference led by predatory publishers, or accepting a 

reviewer position on a predatory journal board. This paper will discuss strategies for addressing 

the predatory publishing challenge to the current system of scholarly communication. 
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The literature surrounding predatory publishing does not deny it is a significant problem, 

rather there are differing views on addressing this insidious issue. On the one hand, those 

identifying publishers as predatory present them in the form of blacklists of publishers to avoid. 

The most prominent blacklist creator is Jeffrey Beall, creator of Beall’s List. In 2010, Mr. Beall 

began compiling a list of publishers he deemed predatory, sharing the information through his 

blog (currently found at https://beallslist.net/). Beall (2015) has a strong opinion that “predatory 

publishers are undermining and destroying research cultures around the world” (p. 476). While 

Beall’s List continued for several years, Mr. Beall’s perceived negative views of open access 

journals, objections by publishers to being listed, and pressure on his university led to its end in 

2016 (Chen, 2019).  After the end of Beall’s List, Cabell’s Blacklist was created as a 

subscription based option to help determine which publishers to avoid. Chen (2019) conducted a 

comparison of Beall’s List and Cabell’s Blacklist, and found 68.2% of publishers on Beall’s List 

were not listed on Cabell’s Blacklist, showing a discrepancy in determining, or defining, a 

predatory journal. The author points out the limitations of the study in that the lists were not 

directly comparable, as Beall lists by publisher and Cabell’s lists by journal. Nicholson (2017) 

points out a negative consequence of Cabell’s subscription-based products as too expensive for 

libraries and institutions in developing countries, which have a greater need for these products as 

their researchers are often targeted by predatory publishers.  

In order to understand who is targeted by predatory publishers, Xia et al. (2015) 

examined author profiles by looking at published articles, author citation count, and geographic 

location. The purpose of the study was to examine author profiles as a way to seek patterns in the 

practices of predatory publishers. They find that most authors publishing in predatory journals 

are young, inexperienced (defined as having few publications, cited by few authors), and from 

developing countries (most from India, Nigeria, Middle Eastern and African countries).  This 

particular study is sound, however the authors acknowledge the small sample size (68 journals 

from Beall’s List), and suggest future studies utilize a larger sample size.  

Like Beall, Ojala et al. (2020) sees methods used by predatory publishers as drastically 

altering scholarly publishing. Regina Reynolds, Director of the U.S. ISSN Center at the Library 

of Congress began seeing unusually large groups of ISSN requests in 2010/2011. The internet, 

flourishing at that time, enabled low cost publishing and the proliferation of online journals. The 
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ISSN Center does not vet journals, and only denies an ISSN if the address provided by the 

publisher is not a verifiable location. An ISSN can help distinguish a reputable journal from a 

similarly named predatory journal, which is a deceptive tactic used by predatory publishers.  

Similar to how Ojala et al. (2020) approached predatory publishing, Nicholson (2017) 

sees the phenomenon as not just affecting authors, but also having an ongoing effect on the 

research landscape. False data and inaccuracies continue to be a part of the scholarly record 

when other authors cite articles published in predatory journals. From a LIS perspective, 

Nicolson (2017) points out “bad science” infiltrates library collections by tainting scholarly 

research. However, Nicolson (2017) does not see blacklisting inexperienced publishers as the 

solution, suggesting instead that those with poor editing or linguistic problems could benefit 

from mentoring.  

Studies of whether blacklists, such as Beall’s List and Cabell’s Blacklist, are helpful to 

inexperienced scholars have added much to the literature. On the other hand, whitelists, which 

list journals deemed legitimate, such as the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) and 

Open Access Scholarly Publishers Association (OASPA), are resources for inexperienced 

authors representing an endorsement of a particular publisher or journal. A column by Berger 

and Cirasella (2015) published in College & Research Libraries News proposes researchers go 

beyond Beall’s blacklist and whitelists and evaluate journals on their own, with guidance from 

librarians. Teixeira da Silva et al. (2019) proposes an end to blacklists and whitelists, seeing 

predatory publishing practices as an ethical choice on the part of publishers. They make the 

argument that for-profit publishers also show predatory and exploitative behavior in their 

exorbitant subscription costs and the fact that dissemination of the research in the journals is 

behind a paywall. The authors suggest a return to university-based publishing, self-publication, 

as well as publishing in platinum OA journals.  

A variety of articles on predatory publishing specifically address how libraries can 

combat the problem. Ojala et al. (2020) suggest creating LibGuides, videos, posters, memos, and 

holding one-on-one sessions with faculty, as well as presentations. Buitrago Ciro and Bowker 

(2020) studied how academic libraries respond to predatory publishers. In particular, they looked 

at libraries in the United States, Canada, and Latin America to see if they employ scholarly 
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communication librarians, hold scholarly communications workshops, and provide scholarly 

communications information on their websites. They conclude strongly with many 

recommendations for academic libraries:  provide direct and indirect approaches to predatory 

publishing, distinguish the differences between open access and predatory practices, hold 

workshops, and employ Scholarly Communication specialists. 

Some LIS researchers such as Lopez and Gaspard (2020) saw a need for resources to help 

librarians answer questions about predatory journals. They found none of the available resources, 

such as blacklists or whitelists, are error proof. They developed Scholarly Tools Opposing 

Predatory Practices (STOPP) as a result of seeing an increase in spam emails, the end of Beall’s 

List, and receiving more questions from faculty members. STOPP includes four assessment tools 

which researchers can use depending on which type of predatory publishing output they need to 

assess: Conference Assessment Tool, Email Assessment Tool, Thesis Converter Assessment 

Tool, and Website Assessment Tool. Each tool consists of yes or no questions, and an easy 

scoring system, with more “no” answers suggesting avoidance of that publisher.  

Addressing the research from a faculty perspective similar to Lopez and Gaspard (2020), 

Swanberg et al. (2020) utilized a questionnaire in their study on faculty knowledge and attitudes 

in relation to predatory publishing. One of the reasons faculty gave for seeing a journal as 

legitimate was the presence of an ISSN. As was previously pointed out, the U.S. ISSN Center at 

the Library of Congress does not vet journals when assigning an ISSN (Ojala et al., 2020). In 

their study, Swanberg et al. (2020) found 87% of faculty were confident in identifying a 

predatory journal, however only 60% correctly did so. When the authors asked how libraries 

could help faculty in assessing journal quality, the top method chosen by faculty was a checklist.  

Many authors consulted for this paper referenced Think.Check.Submit 

(https://thinkchecksubmit.org/) in their articles, suggesting it as a valuable resource for scholarly 

authors (Nicholson, 2017; Chen, 2019; Lopez & Gaspard, 2020; Ojala et al., 2020; Swanberg et 

al., 2020). Whether arguing for or against blacklists and/or whitelists, authors suggested the 

website as a tool to aid in determining whether a journal is trustworthy. Chen (2019) is one 

author suggesting inexperienced authors use a multifaceted approach by using blacklists, 

whitelists, traditional journal indexes, and Think.Check.Submit.  
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While development of assessment tools and other librarian-created resources are an 

answer to the predatory publishing problem, others see a response from institutions as combating 

the issue. Beall (2015) and Xia et al. (2020) suggest one solution to the problem of predatory 

publishing is reformation of tenure and promotion policies. Both Beall (2015) and Xia et al. 

(2020) advocate doing away with forcing authors to publish a large number of publications to 

achieve tenure or secure a promotion. Instead, a bolder change by institutions would be to 

encourage quality research outputs, rather than quantity. 

LIS research suggests that combatting the complex issue of predatory publishing is of 

vital importance. Arguing either for or against resources such as blacklists and whitelists is too 

much of the current literature focus. Now is the time to craft concrete solutions to the problem of 

predatory publishing. Throughout the literature, the overwhelming majority of librarians and LIS 

researchers strive to disseminate knowledge about predatory practices in order to improve 

scholarship and effect change to the scholarly community. After reviewing the literature, this 

author recommends further research on the topic of predatory publishing. More must be done in 

order to bring an end to profiteers exploiting the fraught, and highly competitive process of 

securing a place in academia.  

References 

Beall, J. (2015). Predatory journals and the breakdown of research cultures. Information 

Development, 31(5), 473-476. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266666915601421 

Berger, M., & Cirasella, J. (2015). Beyond Beall's List: Better understanding predatory 

publishers. College & Research Libraries News, 76(3), 132-135. 

Buitrago Ciro, J., & Bowker, L. (2020, July 8). Investigating academic library responses to 

predatory publishing in the United States, Canada and Spanish-speaking Latin America. 

Aslib Journal of Information Management. Advance online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/AJIM-03-2020-0089 

Chen, X. (2019). Beall’s List and Cabell’s Blacklist: A comparison of two lists of predatory OA 

journals. Serials Review, 45(4), 219-226. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2019.1694810 

Lopez, E., & Gaspard, C. S. (2020). Predatory publishing and the academic librarian: Developing 



26 

 

tools to make decisions. Medical Reference Services Quarterly, 39(1), 1-14. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02763869.2020.1693205 

Nicholson, D. R. (2017). Predatory publishing practices: Is there life after Beall's List? LIBRES: 

Library & Information Science Research Electronic Journal, 27(2), 53-70. 

Ojala, M., Reynolds, R., & Johnson, K. G. (2020). Predatory journal challenges and responses. 

The Serials librarian, 78(1-4), 98-103. https://doi.org/10.1080/0361526X.2020.1722894 

Swanberg, S. M., Thielen, J., & Bulgarelli, N. (2020). Faculty knowledge and attitudes regarding 

predatory open access journals: A needs assessment study. Journal of the Medical 

Library Association, 108(2), 208-218. https://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2020.849 

Teixeira da Silva, J. A., Dobránszki, J., Tsigaris, P., & Al-Khatib, A. (2019). Predatory and 

exploitative behaviour in academic publishing: An assessment. Journal of Academic 

Librarianship, 45(6). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2019.102071 

Xia, J., Harmon, J. L., Connolly, K. G., Donnelly, R. M., Anderson, M. R., & Howard, H. A. 

(2015). Who publishes in 'predatory' journals? Journal of the Association for Information 

Science & Technology, 66(7), 1406-1417. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23265  



27 

 

  



28 

 

4. Perspectives on Research Metrics: 

Demanding Change When No One is 

Listening 
 

Lydia Torres 

 

Research metrics are a contested way of measuring the success of a scholarly article, 

journal, publisher, or institution. “Research metrics” is an encompassing term for the various 

measurements that exist within the field of study that is bibliometrics. The first developed and 

now most frequently used research metric is the journal impact factor (JIF), which was 

developed by Dr. Eugene Garfield in 1955 (Bornmann, 2012; Moustafa, 2015; Seglen, 1997). 

Other less frequently used research metrics include the Eigenfactor Score, h-index, and SCImago 

Journal Rank (Bornmann, 2012; Butler et al., 2017, Carpenter et al., 2014).  

Although the use of research metrics to assess impact dates back to the 1950s 

(Bornmann, 2012; Moustafa, 2015; Seglen, 1997) the accuracy, validity, and methodology of 

their use remains controversial. Research metrics have had such an impact on scholars and their 

research that many scholars outside library and information science (LIS) have weighed in on 

this controversial subject. Although some scholars (Moustafa 2015; Seglen 1997) have called for 

JIF to be eradicated from the evaluative process of scholars, articles, journals, and publishers, the 

discontinuation of the use of research metrics instead of improving them continues to be highly 

debated. While there is a clear need for the continual assessment of researchers, their academic 

works, and publishers, the ongoing debate over research metrics exemplifies that their current 

utilization must undergo radical changes in order to be an accurate and well-respected method of 

assessment.  

In order to ensure the integrity of research process, researchers are continuously 

evaluated. This process begins with the understanding that one is required to have a graduate 

degree, which in most cases is intended to be followed with a doctoral degree in order to their 

expertise in their field of study.  Following this initial process is review that is performed by the 

institution where they are employed, overall, these various assessments are referred to as 

academic review, promotion, and tenure (RPT) (Mckiernan et al., 2019). In their recently 
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published study, Mckiernan et al. (2019) review 864 documents provided by 129 universities 

from the United States and Canada to determine the use of JIF in RPT. Their research determines 

that the majority of institutions surveys use JIF to determine impact, quality, and prestige 

(Mckiernan et al. 2019). JIF, the first research metric, was created by Dr. Eugene Garfield in 

1955 (Bornmann, 2012; Moustafa, 2015; Seglen, 1997). However, Garfield stated just 8 years 

after the creation of the measurement that “JIF was not appropriate for evaluating individuals, or 

for assessing the significant of individual articles” (Mckiernan et al., 2012). Garfield went on to 

repeat his distaste for its use to assess individual scholars and articles in his scholarly works, 

interviews, and other contexts for the remainder of his career (Mckiernan et al. 2012; Moustafa 

2015). JIF was originally created as a tool for librarians, publishers, and library directors to use 

within the decision-making process for choosing subscriptions (Moustafa, 2015). However, the 

tool has completely devolved from its original purpose. Because JIF is the most commonly used 

research metric, it has become a conventional method to focus on critiquing JIF specifically, on 

the basis that these critiques also apply to other research metrics.  

Casadevall and Fang are scholars who have written multiple renowned articles addressing 

the misuse of JIF as an evaluative tool. In their paper, Casadevall and Fang (2015) argue that 

using JIF to measure impact has halted scientific progress while simultaneously falsely equating 

impact and importance. Notably, Casadevall and Fang (2015) present five measures in order to 

combat the problems they highlight. The most important measure they present is reducing the 

current reliance on JIF and other research metrics, and having metrics such as JIF be used in 

addition to other ways of evaluating the impact (Casadevall and Fang, 2015). With this point, 

they are acknowledging that research metrics should not be discarded altogether, but that they 

should not be weighed as heavily as they currently are.  

Casadevall and Fang (2014) are also known for coining the term “impact factor mania,” 

(pg. 1) in which they insist that the overreliance on research metrics such as JIF has become so 

excessive that it has become a fixation for researchers, institutions, and publishers. They then 

argue that this mania has had a detrimental impact on the evaluation of research and the value of 

science overall (Casadevall and Fang, 2014). Like their article form 2015, they suggest measures 

to be taken to combat this phenomenon, but do not suggest eradicating research metrics 

completely. They encourage using multiple metrics as opposed to just JIF, reassessing the RPT 
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processes overreliance on JIF, and rebutting journals and publishers who refer to themselves as 

having a high-impact (Casadevall and Fang, 2014).  

Mirroring Casadevall and Fang (2014 & 2015), Moustafa (2015) refutes the current 

overreliance on JIF in scholarly evaluations.  Moustafa (2015) states that research metrics are 

easy to manipulate by authors and editors. For example, he points out that some editors require 

articles to cite their journal a certain number of times as criteria for submission (Moustafa, 

2015). Additionally, he acknowledges that most research metrics are unable to differentiate 

between citations in articles and citations in article reviews, exemplifying how measures such as 

JIF can misconstrue the true impact of an article or author. Lastly, he echoes Casadevall and 

Fang (2015) in which he demonstrates how science as a whole is being held back by competition 

encouraged by JIF and other research metrics (Moustafa, 2015). He makes the argument that, out 

of fear of not being published, scientists may be choosing to pursue research that is certain to be 

published in high impact journals, as opposed to unexplored topics (Moustafa, 2015). Straying 

from Casadevall and Fang (2014 & 2015), Moustafa (2015) concludes his article with the 

declaration that using JIF to measure research impact should be eradicated altogether. However, 

the complete eradication of JIF as a research metric remains highly contested. Especially 

between university administrators and scholars, as administrators currently heavily rely on JIF in 

the RPT process (Mckiernan et al. 2019).  

 Seglen (1997) combines aspects of Casadevall and Fang (2014 & 2015) and Moustafa 

(2015). Echoing Casadevall and Fang (2014 & 2015), he focuses on critiquing JIF, however, he 

also concludes his paper by denouncing JIF as a tool for scholarly evaluation, and suggests its 

immediate discontinuation as method of measuring impact (Seglen, 1997). In his article, Seglen 

(1997) states the same points made by Casadevall and Fang (2014 & 2015) and Moustafa (2015), 

but also presents a few different arguments. He asserts that research metrics do not consider the 

many factors that differ between different areas of study (Seglen, 1997). For example, various 

social sciences and physical sciences differ in size, methodologies, and number of journals 

available for article submission (Seglen, 1997). Because research metrics do not take factors like 

these into account, it is impossible to compare measures of impact (Seglen, 1997). In addition, 

research metrics do not account for self-citation, which is a way that authors can skew their 

research metric to reflect a higher impact than they actually have (Seglen, 1997). Instead of 

suggesting improvements to JIF, Seglen (1997) ends his article with the same proposal presented 
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by Moustafa (2015) in which he insists and that research metrics such as JIF are “basically 

useless indicators” (pg. 502) which should no longer be utilized.  

Bornmann et al. (2011) also choose to provide an overview of the strengths and 

limitations of multiple research metrics. However, a significant difference with their research is 

that they analyze other research metrics in addition to JIF (Bornmann et al., 2011). However, 

most of their points echo those of Casadevall and Fang (2014 & 2015), Moustafa (2015), and 

Seglen (1997). Interestingly, they suggest taking precautions when using all research metrics, but 

specifically note that ideally, JIF would not be used to evaluate impact. They assert that they see 

potential for improvement when measuring impact, but not in JIF specifically (Bornmann et al., 

2011). But, they differ from the other articles in that they do not suggest improvements to 

research metrics as they are utilized today, beyond proceeding with a great deal of caution when 

considering them. The overlap in the points made by Bornmann et al. (2011), Casadevall and 

Fang (2014 & 2015), Moustafa (2015), and Seglen (1997), are worth noting. They demonstrate 

that the debate on the use of JIF and other research metrics has started to stall over recent years, 

demonstrating that until there are significant changes made to any of these research metrics, 

these articles will continue to no longer be as impactful as they once were. 

 Noting how analyses of the current climate surrounding the use of metrics have been 

fatigued, some scholars prefer to focus on improvements and solutions to the exhausted list of 

known issues with research metrics. Chen (2016) is a publication that focuses on solutions to five 

major problems within research metrics. The solutions she proposes combine her opinions as a 

publishing scholar, and sometimes use other articles to reinforce her proposals (Chen, 2016). She 

spends very little time elaborating on each challenge because she aims to focus on solutions in 

her paper. Her solutions include improving accessibility in scientific literature, encouraging 

interdisciplinary research, and recommends using research metrics in addition to qualitative 

measures of impact and scholarly performance (Chen, 2016). Another paper that takes this route 

is the now internationally renowned article, “The Leiden Manifesto for Research Metrics” (Hicks 

and Wouters, 2015). This article is a call to action against the current utilization of research 

metrics in scholarly evaluations. The manifesto proposes ten principles that encourage direct-

actions that can be taken to improve research evaluation while also eradicating known challenges 

in the use of research metrics. Like Chen (2016), the publication does not review different 

metrics, nor does it present their any of their strengths and weaknesses (Hicks and Wouters, 
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2015). Reinforcing Chen’s (2016) solutions, Hicks and Wouters (2015) advocate for using 

qualitative assessment when measuring impact. Additionally, Hicks and Wouters (2015) insist 

that research metrics will not be worthy tools of measuring impact until they can account for 

known issues such as variations in scientific fields and ambiguity in citation counts due to article 

reviews. They insist that the failure of research metrics to account for these, amongst other 

issues, must be continually acknowledged until they can be resolved (Hicks and Wouters, 2015).  

 It has been nearly seventy years since the first research metric, the journal impact factor 

was developed (Bornmann, 2012; Moustafa, 2015; Seglen, 1997). Since then, many other 

research metrics have also been created and implemented into scholarly evaluations. Despite 

these developments, scholars continue to contest their accuracy, validity, and methodology. 

Currently, the field of study on this topic reflects that there needs to be actual change 

implemented, otherwise, scholars will continue to exhaust the same information that has been 

referenced over recent decades. Fortunately, Chen (2016) and Hicks and Wouters (2015) 

exemplify that scholars are straying from traditional methods and analyses of research metrics 

and their current utilization. The future of research metrics will depend upon if scholars continue 

to set aside conventional methods of analysis, and if their suggestions for improvements in 

measuring scholarly impact are actually put into place. Pushing the boundaries of research on 

this controversial topic will not only benefit bibliometrics and scholarly communications, but the 

future of scientific publishing and research as we know it. 
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5. Reputation and Global Accessibility: 

Platinum OA Journals as the Future of 

Responsible Scholarly Publishing 
 

Allison Harding 

 

The term open-access (OA) is a highly contested one, with a variety of different 

meanings depending on the situation. In the academic world, it can be boiled down to 

scholarship that is “freely available online” (Atchison & Bull, 2015). For some, this freely 

available scholarship is synonymous with non-peer reviewed work, in-progress papers, and 

online journals with lax peer review standards. Those who are skeptical of OA may also equate 

the movement with predatory journals that publish plagiarized works and operate on a pay-to-

publish model. The existing formulation presents a dichotomy with one pole representing a 

global community of knowledge with no rigor, and another pole representing rigor and 

gatekeeping by a scholarly elite. Significant work can and must be done to show that OA 

journals are the only format able to close this gap, allowing for unfettered access to rigorously 

reviewed knowledge for global citizens. The following will be an exploration of the nature of 

different types of OA journals, specifically looking at the reputations and academic acceptance 

of independently published, non-author funded OA journals and their place as the future of 

scholarly publishing.  

As the academic community has long been noted for its reticence to accept change (Tagg, 

2012), it is easy to understand the desire to villainize change in scholarly publishing. An easy 

way to do this is to give strong credence to the stereotype that OA scholarship equates to lax 

standards and predatory journals. Beall, a prominent writer on the topic of predatory journals and 

creator of the now archived Beall’s List (a list of potentially predatory publishers) has published 

extensively on the corruption of the Gold OA form of publishing. Gold OA is the form of 

publishing where the overhead costs for running the journal are put on the authors, rather than 

the readers. While this model is not inherently negative, it is easily corrupted. The Gold OA, or 

author-pays, publishing model has led to journals that skip the strict vetting process that comes 

with peer review, publishing low quality work or work that has been plagiarized (Beall, 2012). 
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This further damages the scholarly discussion by harming legitimate work that may be published 

alongside less legitimate work. Beall further explores the idea that predatory journals do not just 

scam their authors by fooling them with lofty titles and seemingly professional websites, but that 

the publishers benefit from a culture of need on the part of researchers. Scholars are required to 

publish their work in order to gain tenure and promotions, and this need has the possibility to 

push authors into pay-to-publish journals that do not always engage in rigorous work.  

Others besides Beall have raised concerns over the corruption of the OA movement. 

Peekhaus and Proferes (2015) found that approximately one third of academics in the Library 

and Information Science (LIS) field have quality concerns when comparing Gold OA journals to 

traditional subscription-based models of publishing. In their open letter to the readers and 

editorial board of a tier 1 wildlife management journal, Bolick et al. (2017) argue that the 

negative impression that OA journals present in their field is based on a small number of 

“parasitic journals that are openly accessible to readers, such as Poultry, Fisheries & Wildlife 

Sciences and others published by OMICS Group.” In the field of medicine, Gajović (2020) 

points to the negative attributes that are exacerbated by predatory publishers attempting to tap 

into a potentially substantial profit base in the Gold OA publishing model, particularly in non-

dominant nations.  

While there is clearly a case to be made regarding the corruption of the OA movement by 

predatory publishers, the corruption can be negated by the promotion of scientific literacy. As 

Beall eloquently put it, “scientific literacy must include the ability to recognize publishing fraud 

(2012).” This is a sentiment that is widely agreed upon, putting the onus on scholars to be critical 

thinkers in their examination of scholarly journals (Beall, 2015; Dadkhah et al., 2016; Hawks, 

2015). 

Putting aside the corruptibility of this model for the moment, combatting the 

misconception about the rigor of OA journals is necessary. It is important to analyze the existing 

OA journals in various fields and to judge what their impact is on the scholarship within said 

fields. In their in depth study of citation advantage in OA publishing in Political Science, 

Atchison and Bull (2015) found that there was a significant advantage to OA publishing. While 

making their case for changing a premiere journal in their field to an OA publishing model, 

Bolick et al. (2017) discuss the rigor of the OA journals PLoS Biology and BMC Ecology. Both 

journals are notoriously difficult to publish papers in and result in the publications being highly 
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prized among scholars. Looking at these journals on Scimago Journal Rank, one finds that they 

are ranked 3 and 5 respectively in the field of “Agricultural and Biological Sciences.” It is 

valuable to note that both journals adhere to a Gold OA publishing model however, PLoS is a 

non-profit publishing company and BMC Ecology is a part of the large, for-profit publishing 

company Springer.  

A sting operation of OA journals, all of which adhered to the Gold OA model, was 

undertaken by Bohannon (2013) for Science Magazine. While a noticeable anti-OA bias is 

present, as Science is a subscription-based journal, Bohannon’s study presents one of the most 

compelling arguments that OA journals can, in fact, be rigorous.  

Some open-access journals that have been criticized for poor quality control 

provided the most rigorous peer review of all. For example, the flagship 

journal of the Public Library of Science, PLOS ONE, was the only journal that 

called attention to the paper’s potential ethical problems, such as its lack of 

documentation about the treatment of animals used to generate cells for the 

experiment. The journal meticulously checked with the fictional authors that 

this and other prerequisites of a proper scientific study were met before 

sending it out for review. PLOS ONE rejected the paper 2 weeks later on the 

basis of its scientific quality. (p. 61) 

As an avenue for future research, Bohannon’s study would be interesting to replicate in a 

discipline with a stronger culture of independent and university- or association-published OA 

journals.  

A non-comprehensive, informal analysis of several unrelated subjects on Scimago 

Journal Rank shows revealing trends in the publishing models of the top tier OA journals. In the 

fields of LIS and Artificial Intelligence (AI), there was a visible mix of Gold OA and Platinum 

OA publishing. Platinum OA publishing is a particularly valuable model of OA in that it does 

not transfer the publishing costs on to the author, instead using other avenues to mitigate the cost 

of the journal. This publishing model meets the criteria of global access that is missing from the 

Gold OA model, as it allows access to both sides of the scholarly discussion. Of the 5 OA 

journals in the top 15 rankings in LIS and AI, 3 were published using a Platinum OA model. The 

two journals that were published with a Gold OA model were for specialty sub-disciplines in 
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hard sciences that were only tangentially connected to LIS. In contrast, all 5 of the OA journals 

ranked in the top 15 in the sub-disciplines of Pollution and Genetics were published with a Gold 

OA model. The Gold OA culture is very pervasive in these fields, to the exclusion of all other 

models. It is possible that because of the previously discussed corruption of the Gold OA model, 

predatory publishing is a more pervasive problem, which in turn would lower the reputation of 

the OA movement as a whole.   

From this informal analysis, useful knowledge about the shape of existing Platinum OA 

journals can be gained. The #14 journal in AI, Journal of Machine Learning Research, is an 

independently published non-profit journal that funds itself through charging for hardcopies of 

any published material. The #13 journal in the field of LIS, College and Research Libraries, is 

an association-based journal. This funding model keeps the costs from both the readers and the 

author by funding the journal through the membership of the association. Communications in 

Information Literacy, the #14 journal, is a scholar driven journal with no subscription or author 

fees and is hosted by Portland State University’s institutional repository.  

As is evident from the well-respected journals in LIS and AI, independent and 

association-based Platinum OA publishing model is the future. Moving away from the Gold OA 

publishing model allows for more global access to the scholarly debate. In his article exploring 

the concept of independent, publicly funded journals as the future of scholarly publishing, 

Gajović (2020) highlights the ways in which Gold OA publishing excludes a large portion of the 

global community from the conversation. While Gold OA does allow the global community to 

read the work of other scholars in an unfettered way, it lacks a way for scholars from low to 

middle-income countries to respond. Gajović, a Croatian scholar in the field of medicine, points 

to the high ‘article processing costs’ (APCs) that are charged by Gold OA publishers as a barrier 

to inclusion in the knowledge production process. These APCs are usually ignored by scholars in 

high-income countries, where access to government funding, grants, and university money to 

cover the price of publication is common. In extremely low-income countries, many journals 

have waivers or discounts to mitigate the cost of publication. These waivers do not cover 

countries like Croatia, which is classified as a high-income country by the World Bank, but the 

national funding for research does not cover paying for publication. Croatian scholars wishing to 

publish in OA journals that require an APC would need to choose what aspect of their research 

to cut or pay for out of pocket if they wished to use funding for publishing. These APCs are often 
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quite substantial. In analyzing the previously mentioned OA journals on Scimago, the author 

discovered that the average APC of the journals in Pollution and Genetics was nearly $2000, and 

starting in 2021 the Springer journal Nature will become a Gold OA journal with an APC of 

$11,250 per article (Seltzer, 2020).  

Scholars have argued for a variety of methods to push academia into committing to a 

universally open and rigorously reviewed publishing future. Shotton (2018) took to the highly 

exclusive journal Nature to suggest that “major funders should extend their open-access 

mandates and require grant recipients to publish only in journals whose publishers ensure their 

references are open.” His argument is that decisive action on the part of funders will force action 

on the part of publishers. Gajović (2020) suggests that the only way to close the access gap is by 

applying disruptive action in the publishing industry to propel independent, publicly-funded OA 

journals into and beyond the elite class of scholarly journals that dominate the conversation. He 

puts emphasis on the boost in quality that would result, stating that these journals that are “… 

free of dependence on financial contribution from the authors, they can indeed concentrate on 

increasing ethical standards and scrutinizing submitted manuscripts at a higher standard.”  

Wicherts (2016) also advocates for prioritizing the rigor and peer-review standards of OA 

journals, and pushes the academic community to reevaluate their reliance on typical rating and 

metrics to determine the prestige of a journal. His work highlights the fact that trustworthy peer 

review is the foundation of all good scholarly journals. Lax peer review is not just an OA 

publishing phenomenon. Wicherts references cases of poor peer review in even the most 

prestigious subscription-based journals, including a case in 2014 that led to the retraction of 120 

articles published in several non-OA journals. As part of his article, Wicherts created a metric to 

evaluate journals based on the transparency of their peer-review process. Advocacy for the use of 

this metric could be a valuable tool in the effort to elevate the prestige of independent and 

association published OA journals above the dominating class of journals that act as gatekeepers 

of knowledge through subscriptions that limit readership or through APCs that limit authorship. 

These ideas, in conjunction with proof that Platinum OA publishing is a feasible model 

(discussed below), show that it is possible to achieve the goal of global access and rigor in 

scholarly publishing.  

In a small-scale study of small, scholar-led journals based in Canada, Morrison (2016) 

points to this specific type of journal as being a viable method for publishing, but cautions that 
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there is no one-size-fits-all approach that will help these Platinum OA journals stay afloat. 

Government subsidy, volunteer engagement, and association funding are all viable models that 

allow scholar-led journals to maintain consistent, high-quality publications. Morrison does note 

that the study found leaders of these journals expressed some concerns over their continued 

feasibility due to their reliance on outside funding to cover the overhead costs. Neuman and 

Laakso (2017) presented a case study of a successful, scholar-led, peer reviewed Platinum OA 

journal, detailing its path to become an independent, scholar-run OA journal. As also discussed 

by Morrison, Neuman and Laakso bring to light the need for monetary resources and the 

potential for those resources to come from subsidies or association partnerships. Scholars 

volunteering their time is also seen as essential to the success of a journal transitioning to an OA 

model that does not rely on APCs.  

 Platinum OA journals are the future of responsible scholarly publishing. As the only 

model that definitively encapsulates both core tenets of the OA movement, it is the responsibility 

of socially conscious scholars to disrupt the established publishing model and advocate for 

independent, non-author funded OA journals as the new premiere standard for publishing. 

Abolishing APCs in OA publishing allows for true global access to the scholarly conversation by 

eliminating barriers for both readers and authors. The predatory publishing industry can be 

effectively combatted with the promotion of critical thinking and literacy efforts on the part of 

the academy. Fields like LIS and AI have already proven the potential for Platinum OA journals 

to be highly prestigious and case studies have been done in various academic disciplines. These 

case studies bolster and ever-growing group of scholars advocating for OA publishing through 

the education of upcoming scholars, opinion pieces, and the action of committing to publishing 

in OA journals. Scholars should heed the call of their colleagues like Gajović, Shotton, and 

Wicherts, and take an active role in pushing the publishing industry away from a culture of 

corruptible, profit driven models and into a future of globally accessible, rigorously reviewed 

work in independent or association-based Platinum OA journals.  
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6. Scholarly Communication and the Open-

Access Mega-Journal 
 

Cathryn McVearry 

 

The scholarly journal has been under pressure from multiple angles for the last three 

decades. The primary driver has been the development of the internet - the “perfect storm leading 

to a serials crisis and new economics in serial publishing” (Regazzi, 2015, p.178). The internet 

has made wider access to research possible through open access, but at the same time publishers 

have made scholarly output less accessible with price exploitation and paywalls.  Worldwide, 

research output has grown rapidly, leading to concerns about access and equity. Within these 

circumstances, scholarly communication still needs to fulfill its traditional roles, such as vetting 

through peer review, and publishing in respected journals remains a key career milestone for 

researchers. The journal is evolving in response to these pressures. One type of journal that has 

developed is the open-access mega-journal (OAMJ). These large, multidisciplinary, author-

funded journals have both challenged the status quo in scholarly publishing and been constrained 

by entrenched attitudes. This paper examines the relationship of OAMJs to scholarly publishing 

along the axes of peer review and prestige, economics, and globalization. 

The definition most often used for an OAMJ comes from Bjork’s (2015) criteria:  OAMJs 

are journals with a large publishing volume, broad subject area, soundness-only peer review, and 

open access funded by article processing charges (APCs) paid by the author or their institution. 

In his review of developments in serials publishing, Herman (2020) describes new models of 

journals as either enhancements, innovations, or alternatives to the traditional model. He places 

OAMJs within the innovative category, because they attempt to fulfill the traditional roles of the 

journal - from registration to dissemination - in “convention-altering ways” (Herman, et al., 

2020, p. 216).  As with anything that challenges convention, there are strong opinions in the 

academic community about OAMJs. They have been called “dumping grounds,” an innovation 

which “democratizes knowledge” (cited by Wakeling et al., 2017), “the future of academic 

publishing” and “cash cows” (cited by Spezi et al., 2016). In the last decade, they have grown to 

encompass around two percent of scholarly publishing output (Spezi et al., 2017). OAMJs are 
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can be independently published (PLOS ONE, PeerJ), or part of the offerings of publishers along 

with traditional journals (BMJ Open, part of BMJ Publishing Group, or Scientific Reports, owned 

by Nature Publishing Group). “Large publishing volume” is a relative term – for example, in 

2019, the mega-journal PeerJ published 4,542 articles, which seems large until the 62,173 

articles published by Scientific Reports in the same year is considered 

(https://www.scimagojr.com/). In addition, while OAMJs are multidisciplinary, the sciences are 

by far the most heavily represented (Wakeling et al., 2016). 

The soundness-only peer review practices of OAMJs are their most controversial aspect. 

At its best, traditional peer review strengthens published papers through revision and discussion, 

and critically weeds out research that is substandard. The gatekeeping role of peer review has a 

downside as well, as it can exclude research that is valid but not novel, and is subject to 

reviewers’ biases. Novelty and significance, which are valued heavily at prestigious journals, are 

not as important in OAMJs, whose reviewers evaluate primarily for the rigor of the research 

presented.  There are both practical and philosophical facets to this practice. Practically, the 

steadily burgeoning amount of worldwide scientific publishing is already putting pressure on the 

peer review system (Spezi et al., 2018). Furthermore, OAMJs advertise quick publication times. 

Thus, a simpler peer review process allows for both less burden on the reviewer, faster turn-

around time, and higher acceptance rates. These factors have led some people to call this type of 

review “peer review lite” (Spezi et al., 2018). Although this term is pejorative, this type of peer 

review has a philosophical basis in the democratization of science. A component of this is the 

view that all sound research deserves to be published, even if it not novel (duplication studies, 

for example). Allied with this notion is the idea that the readers of the article and the scholarly 

community at large should the arbiters of the significance and impact of research, rather than a 

peer reviewer. OAMJs often promote the use of altmetrics as an alternative to the JIF (Journal 

Impact Factor) (Spezi et al., 2018).  

In actuality, the peer review at OAMJs has some disconnect with these practical and 

philosophical bases.  In interviews conducted by Spezi et al. (2018), OAMJ reviewers used such 

words as “useful,” “original contribution,” and “quality threshold,” in describing their criteria. 

The difficulty of applying soundness-only review to contributions from the humanities was 

highlighted. Further, even given restrictive templates with reviewing criteria, reviewers often 

added evaluative comments outside the template, showing the staying power of traditional 
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standards. The interviewees also commented on the downside of strict soundness-only peer 

review. One example given was the flooding of PLOS ONE with replication studies that 

reviewers felt were done only for publication credit. 

Another pitfall may result from the unprecedented scale of editing and reviewing at 

mega-journals, which usually have flat editorial structures and need many reviewers. A study of 

PLOS ONE reviewing statistics was conducted by Peterson (2019) While the average number of 

articles per reviewer was 11, there were some that had evaluated hundreds, and a few of these 

outlier reviewers had suspicious self-directed citation patterns as well. An interesting note is the 

openness of PLOS ONE’s reviewing system made this analysis possible; Peterson observed that 

it would be difficult to find control groups given the usually more secretive nature of the 

traditional review process. These examples together show that peer review at OAMJs is subject 

to many of the same tensions as traditional peer review. 

The prestige of a journal, often measured by the journal impact factor, continues to be 

important to authors, especially as publications and their quality are key element of the tenure 

and promotion process. Therefore, it is important whether the bibliometric measures of OAMJs 

are comparable to traditional journals. The typical citation pattern across journals has been a 

small number of highly cited articles, curving to a long “tail” of articles never or rarely cited 

(Bjork, 2015). This same pattern has been found in OAMJs, although the tail of uncited work is 

somewhat longer (Bjork & Catani, 2015; Wakeling et al., 2016).  The study by Wakeling, et al. 

additionally found that there was considerable variation in the number of citations between 

OAMJs, although the curves were similar overall. A critical position on OAMJ bibliometrics was 

taken by Heneberg (2019) who found that the number of citations to OAMJ articles from top-tier 

journals has been decreasing over the last several years. However, his data shows that the JIF 

factor has remained steady or increased for the OAMJ titles he analyzed. His analysis reflects the 

academy’s fixation on the most selective journals as benchmarks. 

As noted before by Spezi et al. (2018), OAMJs promote the use of altmetrics. There has 

been little research done on the relationship between altmetrics and eventual citation levels in 

OAMJs, but an exploratory study found that for Scientific Reports, PDF downloads could 

reasonably predict the citation level of articles (McGillivray & Astell, 2019). Overall, these 

studies show that OAMJs are well within the parameters of other scholarly journals, who have a 

variety of JIFs, citation numbers, and varied prestige. As Bjork and Catani concluded, “if the end 
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result of the peer review system is quite the same for mega-journal as for the average traditional 

journals, we can conclude that this type of peer review (limited to scientific trustworthiness) is 

desirable for both authors and readers” (Bjork & Catani, 2016, p. 12) 

The economics of journal publishing are a large factor in the changing serials landscape. 

From the publisher perspective, an OAMJ can address the needs of demand and efficiency.  

OAMJ publishers interviewed by Wakeling et al. (2017) mentioned the rise in research output as 

a problem for scholarly communication and an opportunity for their business. As they are not 

bound by issue numbers or limits, an OAMJ has the ability to take as many articles (along with 

the article processing fees from the authors) as the submission criteria allows. On the efficiency 

side, Wakeling et al.’s interviewees pointed out how the cycle of submission, rejection, and 

resubmission can be wasteful for editors and reviewers, and delay publication for authors. In a 

survey of OAMJ authors, it was found that nearly 50 percent of their articles were resubmissions 

(Solomon, 2014). This rose to two thirds in the subset of authors submitting to BMJ Open.  

Several publishers, including BMJ, have a cascade system in which articles rejected by their 

more selective journals are transferred to the OAMJ title in their cohort. Not only does this 

reduce the waste in resubmission, it also allows those publishers to retain the author’s work 

which is to the publisher’s benefit.  

The economic impact on authors and institutions is more muddled. OAMJs typically 

charge “moderate” APCs in comparison to other OA journals (Spezi et al., 2016) and since the 

acceptance rate is high, the labor cost of resubmission in unlikely. But while the cascade journal 

is attractive to publishers and some authors, it does have the unintended side effect of shifting 

some of the economic burden to researchers who can least afford it. In a study of several 

publishers with both highly selective non-APC titles and OAMJs, scholars from developing 

countries were over-represented in the OAMJs, showing that they were subsidizing the higher 

tier journals (Ellers et al., 2017). While the OAMJs may offer wide opportunity for publication, 

the costs associated with them are not equally distributed and continue to be high. 

The case of authors originating from institutions in Asia provides a good example of the 

interconnectedness of the issues surrounding OAMJs and scholarly communication. While 

worldwide research output has been steadily growing at four percent, authors from China, South 

Korea, Russia, and India have increased their share the most (White, 2019).  OAMJs have a large 

proportion of authors from institutions in Asia (Bjork, 2018; Shin, 2017). In fact, Bjork reported 
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that 25 percent of authorship in his study was from China. Shin describes South Korea’s “fast 

technology” culture and explains that authors there prefer rapid publication processes and 

standardized forms. Tenure requirements in South Korea and China require journals indexed in 

the SCIE (Science Citation Index Expanded), and authors from China particularly value the JIF 

(Wakeling et al., 2016). These factors make OAMJs, particularly ones in Journal Citation 

Reports, attractive to this cohort.  From the publishing side, the growth in Asia has some costs 

but is mostly an opportunity. Researchers from China perform a smaller proportion of reviews 

compared to their authoring than their counterparts in the U.S., contributing to reviewer burden 

for the publisher (Warne, 2016). However, the growth potential is attractive, and OAMJ 

publishers reported actively soliciting the Asian market (Wakeling et al., 2017).  

The example of OAMJ authors from Asia demonstrates the interconnectedness of the 

issues facing scholarly communication. As research increases worldwide, a place for publication 

of the contributions of all authors needs to be provided. The requirement for peer review which 

enhances and validates authors’ works, and in addition the need for measurable impact for tenure 

and promotion, remains significant. Alongside this is the tension of access and funding – how 

can both authors and readers affordably access the scholarly literature? The development of 

OAMJs has stimulated the testing of changes to peer review practices, and publishing scale and 

economics.  The scholarly journal will continue to evolve, hopefully incorporating the best from 

the old models and current versions as it develops into the future. 
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7. Shining a Light in the Mine: An Analysis 

of the Role of Librarians in Text & Data 

Mining and Copyright 
 

Annie Peters 

 

 Scholarly communication has been transformed by the digital age. It is now possible to 

transmit information more quickly and cheaply than ever before in human history. Technology 

has not only changed how information is shared and created but has also revolutionized the kinds 

of questions society can ask. The use of text and data mining (TDM) as a research technique 

holds exciting new possibilities for scholars from all disciplines to make discoveries by applying 

automated methods to reveal patterns and connections in large datasets. However, along with 

these possibilities arise questions about the legal boundaries of this research, as knowledge must 

be digitally accumulated and processed in new ways that may cause rights holders discomfort or 

make publishers fear losing control of their content. Librarians are well situated to support data 

mining projects in research institutions due to their traditional service role and deep knowledge 

of copyright, licensing, and resource acquisition. The involvement of librarians in TDM research 

isn’t just a good opportunity for librarians to make an impact on the success of these projects, it 

is essential to the success of TDM research in the future.  

 TDM as a concept is referred to in a variety of ways in the literature:  computational text 

analysis, non-consumptive analysis, text mining, natural language processing, or content mining, 

among others (Samberg & Hennesy, 2019; Senseney et al., 2018; Williams et al., 2014).  

According to Senseney et al. (2018), TDM refers to “…computational processes for applying 

structure to unstructured electronic texts and employing statistical methods to discover new 

information and reveal patterns in the processed data” (p. 184). It is especially beneficial to study 

the relationships between concepts or people, or analyzing changes over time (Cleary et al., 

2017). There has been huge growth of the amount of research in electronic format, both born 

digital and digitized older material processed with optical character recognition (OCR), making 

machine processing of this data possible (Dyas-Correia & Alexopoulos, 2014).  
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 It is becoming increasingly vital to use TDM to successfully analyze the volume of 

research in existence. The number of published scientific papers alone increases by 8-9% every 

year (Landhuis, 2016). There is just too much literature being produced for researchers to make 

associations using manual techniques (Williams et al., 2014). One way to sidestep any 

difficulties related to copyright or licensing is to focus efforts on resources in the public domain 

or governed by open licenses that allow TDM. However, an overreliance on open datasets could 

be problematic; researchers that settle for what is available over using the best dataset to answer 

their question “run the risk of drawing biased, poor, or even dangerous, conclusions from 

research results” (Senseney et al., 2018, p. 185). Therefore, it is sometimes essential for 

researchers to apply TDM research to in-copyright or licensed works.  However, researchers 

often run into difficulties because of their lack of expertise in copyright law and fair use, 

knowledge of license restrictions, or may be unsure how to approach publishers or the library to 

obtain datasets. These challenges present opportunities for librarians to provide support through 

education, license negotiation, purchasing resources, advocacy, the creation of service models, 

and incorporating TDM friendly policies in the local resources they manage.  

 The legal context of TDM research in the United States has gained more certainty over 

the past ten years as landmark court cases have clarified the outlines of what constitutes fair use 

of copyrighted works.  “The fair use doctrine permits copying (or distribution, display, or 

performance) without permission in certain circumstances, depending on the purpose, 

proportionality, and effect of that copying” (Sag, 2019, p. 314).  The two Authors Guild cases 

have been especially impactful.  Authors Guild v. HathiTrust (2014) found that mass scanning 

and storage of copyrighted works for the purpose of full-text searching was fair use.  Authors 

Guild v. Google, Inc. (2015) found that mass scanning of works to create a full-text searchable 

database and “Ngram viewer” was also fair use.  Even though these projects made copies of the 

entirety of the original works, it was found that these uses were transformative and did not 

replace the market value of the originals. In general, TDM research has been established as fair 

use by these and other legal cases (Samberg & Hennesy, 2019). However, this does not mean 

that all TDM research is automatically free of legal risk – projects that deviate from these 

precedents, for example by sharing large portions of the original works, may not be fair use (Sag, 

2019). This is an important consideration for researchers who may want to publish portions of 

the original works in articles about the project, or in datasets for other researchers to test.  
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Librarians who provide training and education on copyright issues could include TDM related 

concerns in their materials. 

 Education and outreach on TDM topics are essential for librarians to encourage TDM 

uptake and to support successful projects.  There is disagreement among authors on the extent 

which librarians should be involved in technical training on TDM. There is a need for both 

increased TDM awareness and a technical skills gap (Brook et al., 2014; Dyas-Correia & 

Alexopoulos, 2014) but library staff may be stretched thin by support of other services, and 

perhaps focusing too much on new TDM researchers would take time from supporting more 

established projects (Senseney et al., 2018). Additionally, there are lots of resources about 

technical implementation of TDM projects, but still a great need for guides on navigating rights 

and permissions (Williams et al., 2014). Effective guides would include information such as lists 

of predefined corpora, open access, and public domain content; lists of available tools to interact 

with precompiled datasets; license and copyright restrictions on purchased resources; and 

guidance on the process of working with publishers, along with library contacts (Samberg & 

Hennesy, 2019).  

 Librarians may be unaware that their users are doing TDM research until they receive 

notification from a publisher that service has been shut off due to unauthorized crawling or mass 

downloading of content (Williams et al., 2014). Librarians negotiate license terms for the entire 

institution, and users are bound to these terms even if they were not involved in negotiations 

(Samberg & Hennesy, 2019). Sometimes users may not even realize they are downloading 

library-subscribed content. Libraries seek to make access as seamless as possible for users which 

makes obtaining research easier, but hides contract terms (Sag, 2019). Librarians can support 

TDM research by increasing the transparency of license terms at their institutions. One solution 

is the creation of a database of licenses (Samberg & Hennesy, 2019) or displaying them directly 

in the library catalog if possible. Building awareness is key as well: users need to be aware of the 

existence of license restrictions, website terms of use, and the fact that licensing agreements 

supersede fair use exceptions (Samberg & Hennesy, 2019).  

 Acquisitions librarians have expertise in the purchase and licensing of resources for their 

institutions and have an essential role to play in negotiating TDM access with publishers on 

behalf of researchers.  Acquiring content to mine often requires a license and a fee (Williams et 

al., 2014). Pricing models vary widely between publishers and for different mining projects.  
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Some projects may be able to negotiate access for free or just the cost of a hard drive, while other 

projects may costs thousands (Cleary et al., 2017). However, a fair pricing model should 

acknowledge that the raw machine readable content does not contain any of the added features a 

publisher may provide and so should be significantly cheaper than a traditional subscription 

(Williams et al., 2014). If content for TDM research will be acquired through Acquisitions then 

money should be budgeted for this expense, although grant funding from TDM projects may be 

able to cover this as well. For researchers who are working across several institutions, it may be 

possible to negotiate free access to content subscribed by both institutions (Williams et al., 

2014), offering opportunities for librarians to collaborate with other institutions to acquire 

content. 

 Even in cases where content does not need to be acquired, acquisitions librarians may 

need to negotiate licenses, or advise on what licenses allow. Librarians must understand how the 

researcher wants to access the content, as they may be able to steer the researcher toward a 

method that supports TDM. Samberg & Hennesy (2019) gave the example of a researcher who 

wants to use web scraping on the New York Times website, which does not allow TDM, while 

the library’s New York Times subscription through ProQuest may allow it, allowing the 

researcher to access the same content legally. Williams et al. (2014) wrote a case study of 

negotiating licensing and content for a TDM research project in which they concluded that ad 

hoc negotiations like these are too cumbersome and costly to work out on a case-by-case basis.  

In their experience, after spending a year negotiating with a publisher the researchers’ grant 

funding expired and the project ultimately failed. Their experience led them to conclude that it is 

far more efficient to negotiate TDM clauses with all providers at the time of subscription renewal 

or initial purchase, and that it is most effective to negotiate these clauses at the highest level 

possible: in their case, through consortial agreements. Librarians can push to include 

standardized TDM model clauses with each resource’s license. Carnegie Mellon Libraries, for 

example, used language based on the LIBLICENSE model license and consulted with their 

University legal counsel to establish their model clause (Cleary et al., 2017). The International 

Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA) said in their statement about TDM 

that they do not believe license negotiation is ultimately the best practice to manage legal risk, 

and asserted that legally acquired content should automatically include the right to mine that 
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content (IFLA, 2013).  However, until this right is formally accepted, the inclusion of standard 

TDM clauses to licenses will likely be the standard (Dyas-Correia & Alexopoulos, 2014). 

 Research institutions are not only consumers of knowledge, but prolific creators of 

knowledge as well (Guadamuz & Cabell, 2014), and librarians are the custodians of the local 

knowledge that is created.  As the custodians of special collections and digital collections there 

are opportunities for archivists and digital repository librarians to support TDM projects.  Firstly, 

archivists should be aware that users may be interested in using their materials for TDM projects, 

and consider policies that support these projects, protect the materials, and honor donor 

agreements.  Samberg & Hennesy (2019) argued that archives rights and reuse agreements may 

sometimes be more restrictive than the archives or donors intended.  They advise researchers to 

discuss user agreements with archivists and clarify if their intended use may in fact be allowed.   

Archivists could be more proactive by assessing if their own policies are unintentionally 

discouraging TDM research on their collections that could result in interesting findings.  Sag 

(2019) writes that it’s understandable if archives are not very enthusiastic about the idea of mass 

scanning projects and advises “…archives will want to negotiate specific terms addressing the 

burden on library facilities, the risk of loss or damage to the subject works, responsibility for 

insurance, and indemnities against third party claims of copyright infringement” (p. 347-8). 

 As the custodians of digital content databases, institutional repository librarians are more 

likely to find researchers interested in performing TDM on their content.  One way they can 

support these projects is by ensuring digital items have machine readable metadata attached.  

Textual content should be readable through OCR, temporal data should be included, and licenses 

must be machine readable (Brook et al., 2014).  The growth of the open access movement has 

encouraged more scholars to deposit their publications in institutional repositories (IRs).  A study 

of higher education IRs in the UK by Guadamuz and Cabell (2014) found that while 84% had a 

copyright policy, only 37% had clear data reuse policies.  They concluded that while the data 

standards and technology of repositories could support TDM, the lack of clear policies could be 

limiting it.  License proliferation and the lack of interoperability between licenses may prevent 

TDM research on IRs content as well (Brook et al., 2014).  The terms of different open licenses 

may be incompatible with each other and prevent the aggregation of content needed for TDM 

research (Guadamuz & Cabell, 2014).  However, the study by Guadamuz and Cabell also found 

that when a repository encouraged their depositors to adopt a single license the rate of license 
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adoption and compatibility increased.  Repository librarians can support TDM research by 

adopting this approach. 

 There are many steps librarians can take to support TDM research at their own 

institutions and to ensure the knowledge that is created can be available for TDM research in the 

future.  However, arguably the biggest impact they can make is to advocate for cross-

institutional, national, and international support for TDM and increased standardization in the 

process.  Bigger solutions are increasingly urgent as more researchers want to participate in 

TDM (Williams et al., 2014).  Technological standardization is needed to ease the aggregation of 

content across publishers (Senseney et al., 2018).  Library organizations should assist with the 

development of standard workflows, best practices, and skillsets needed to support TDM 

research (Senseney et al., 2018). International advocacy will hopefully result in formal 

exceptions to TDM research in copyright law (IFLA, 2013). Coordinated discussions and efforts 

to find common ground among all stakeholders are crucial to easing TDM research and 

unlocking its potential. 

 Given all the current uncertainties for librarians trying to support TDM it may be 

tempting to hold off on launching formal TDM support until advocacy efforts make some 

headway.  It is true that there are risks: legal action could be taken against institutions or 

researchers by publishers who feel their copyrighted content is at risk. However, there are risks 

in failing to support TDM as well. Williams et al. (2014) explained the high cost of institutions 

avoiding TDM include “financial loss, loss of prestige, opportunity lost, and the brain drain of 

having talented staff seek more fulfilling work” (p. 8). The biggest risk is that researchers and 

grant funders will completely lose interest in TDM as a technique if the current difficulties seem 

unsolvable (Senseney et al., 2018).  

 Ideas for enabling TDM research are still evolving and librarians who work to support 

TDM efforts are doing pioneering work. There are many ways that librarians can ensure the 

success of TDM research, including building workflows and educational tools, adjusting their 

policies to promote TDM research on local resources, negotiating licensing with publishers, and 

advocating on a larger scale to build a solid legal framework so researchers can proceed 

confidently with these projects. Scholars’ interest in TDM will continue to grow, and as the 

traditional intermediaries between researchers and scholarly resources librarians may be the 

lynchpin that determines the success of TDM on in-copyright works in the future. 
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8. Copyright Endures for a Reason: It Works 
 

Ben Cosgrove 

 

Aside from a handful of notable phrases in the Bill of Rights, few passages in the United 

States Constitution have engendered as much debate, for so long, as Article I, Section 8, Clause 

8: Congress shall have the power to "promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by 

securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective 

Writings and Discoveries." There, in fewer than three dozen words, the Framers carved the rough 

shape of American copyright law—and sparked more than two centuries of legal and 

philosophical wrangling about the nature and limits of "intellectual property." Today, when 

issues of information access and ownership are more fraught than ever, the legitimacy of 

copyright as a statutory, commercial, and even moral construct is under increasing, and 

increasingly inventive, attack.  

Ironically, though, the creativity and rigor of its critics' arguments have helped ensure 

that copyright remains, for the foreseeable future, a determinative force in what James Madison 

called the "commerce of ideas"—including scholarly communication, librarianship, and beyond. 

 

Copyright: A (Necessarily Brief) History 

It is hardly a mystery why no one has ever written a history of American copyright law 

that is both succinct and exhaustive. It cannot be done. Still, one has to offer at least a sketch of 

copyright's relatively straightforward origins before examining why—despite, or because of, 

ceaseless attempts to diminish and even dismantle it—copyright endures.  

In the early 18th century, the British laid the cornerstone of what would eventually morph 

into the sprawling, baroque edifice of U.S. copyright law. Parliament enacted the "Statute of 

Anne" in 1710, establishing a fixed term of protection for copyrighted works: 14 years, 

renewable for 14 more if the author was still alive upon expiration of the original term. In 1787, 

the U.S. Constitution granted Congress the power "to promote the Progress of Science and useful 

Arts," etc. Three years later, Congress passed the Copyright Act of 1790, clearly modeled on the 

Statute of Anne, granting authors the right to print, reprint, or publish their work for 14 years, 

with an option for another 14. Minor and momentous revisions to that original act over 
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subsequent centuries would inspire one scholar to claim, with justification, that "the history of 

copyright law in the United States is a story of steadily expanding protections" (Goss, 2007). 

The Age of Enlightenment's notion of the type of works that merit copyright protection 

was, by 21st-century standards, necessarily narrow. After all, the Copyright Act was expressly 

designed for "securing the copies of maps, charts, and books, to the authors and proprietors of 

such copies." (Emphasis mine.) Baked into copyright law from the start was the suggestion—

indeed, the promise—that works would eventually enter the "public domain," where citizens 

could enjoy unconstrained access to that ever-expanding universe of "Writings and Discoveries." 

Today, by contrast, works ranging from novels and computer programs to songs, photographs, 

fabric designs, movies, buildings, and even the hulls of boats (through the Vessel Hull Design 

Protection Act of 1998) enjoy copyright protection.  

The aforementioned revisions to copyright law, however, have not only extended 

protection beyond the realm of maps, charts, and books but far, far beyond the original term of 

14 years. Today, works created on or after January 1, 1978, are provided automatic protection 

from the moment of creation, through the author's lifetime plus an additional 70 years. That 

change alone, codified not overnight but gradually, like the proverbial frog slowly boiling to 

death, has led some copyright critics to argue, often brilliantly, that a concept meant to "promote 

the Progress of Science and useful Arts" has instead perversely grown into a force that stifles 

innovation, creativity, and the dissemination of knowledge.  

The question then becomes: Do the charges stick? 

The answer, like copyright law itself, is maddeningly complicated. 

 

Toss the Bathwater. Save the Baby. 

With few exceptions, critics of American copyright law stop short of arguing for its 

abolition. In fact, even considering the vastly different commercial and political landscapes of 

the 18th-century agrarian United States and contemporary, digitally fueled, corporate-capitalist 

America, most of those who believe that copyright protection has expanded far beyond what the 

Framers had in mind nevertheless embrace the spirit of the law. No less a copyright contrarian 

than Lawrence Lessig, Roy L. Furman Professor of Law at Harvard Law School and co-founder 

of Creative Commons (CC), has stated publicly: "I want to be clear about something, intellectual 
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property is good. I am in favor of it…. Copyright is essential to the creative process…. Is that 

clear? IP is good; piracy is bad" (Lessig, 2007).  

That Lessig and his CC colleagues are, in fact, staunch copyright allies might seem odd at 

first. After all, when Lessig and other IP heavyweights founded Creative Commons two decades 

ago—several lifetimes, in the digital realm—Lessig asserted that CC's tools and licenses "will 

make it easier for artists and authors to make some or all of their rights available to the public for 

free." Such proclamations hardly accord with what many creators view as a fundamental aim of 

copyright protection, i.e., preventing the "free" distribution of creative works without express 

permission. But an unprejudiced look at Creative Commons' mission makes it plain that, far from 

supplanting copyright law, the organization's aim is to empower authors with versatile, 

enforceable means for granting or withholding access to their work. In its own words, CC 

provides licenses and digital tools "that give every person and organization in the world a free, 

simple, and standardized way to grant copyright permissions for creative and academic works; 

ensure proper attribution; and allow others to copy, distribute, and make use of those works."  

There are caveats, of course. A creator cannot apply one of Creative Commons' six 

licenses to her work unless she owns or controls copyright. For example, a writer might wish to 

apply CC's "BY-NC" license to her first novel—a license that "allows re-users to distribute, 

remix, adapt, and build upon the material in any medium or format for noncommercial purposes 

only, and only so long as attribution is given to the creator." But if the writer doesn't own 

copyright to that work, she's out of luck—a not uncommon scenario in certain publishing circles, 

such as scholarly communication. As a Canadian researcher once noted, "for most scholars, 

Intellectual Property (IP) is something you pay publishers to take from you" (Brewer, 2014). 

In short, while Creative Commons has helped men and women in countless fields license 

and, to varying degrees, share more than 1.5 billion works since 2001, none of those licenses is 

an outright assault on copyright. In fact, each is a child of copyright. 

 

 Librarians as Copyright Warriors 

Librarians, too, long ago entered the copyright fray. But while Creative Commons 

activists address copyright, as it were, at the start of the battle, librarians are often left to engage 

in solitary copyright skirmishes long after major hostilities have ceased—or after a shaky truce 

has been called. Research librarians, for instance, face questions on a regular basis about the 
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extent or limits of "fair use," placing them in the position of advising students, researchers, and 

others on matters that go well beyond the academic and necessarily veer into the legal.  

This is not, on its face, surprising. Librarianship has a long, proud tradition of fighting for 

the rights of library users, wading into debates around censorship, book-banning and, 

increasingly, issues of bias and access in information science as a whole. In a sense, acting as 

arbiters of copyright and advocating for an expanded understanding of fair use are 

responsibilities that some librarians, at least, embrace as essential aspects of their role in the 

public sphere. "The library community," declared one such advocate,"can no longer afford to 

consider intellectual property law as a foreign topic appropriate for law schools but not library 

schools. Those who are behind the slow extermination of the public domain rely on the 

complexity of copyright law, and the misunderstanding of the principle of fair use, to make their 

arguments easier and to brow beat libraries and the public into handing over the rights the 

Constitution bestows on everyone" (McDermott, 2012). 

If the phrase "those who are behind the slow extermination of the public domain" sounds 

like the preamble to a call for copyright reform, that is because it is. "Librarians need to engage 

in the debate over copyright law to retain control over their collections," McDermott argues. 

"Today’s library patrons are not just information consumers—they are also information 

producers [and] it is just as critical for librarians to advocate for their creative rights as it is for 

them to defend their freedom to read" (p. 16). At the same time, McDermott makes the case that 

"librarians need to take part in the Creative Commons movement … a movement [that] is 

essentially about free culture," while expressly pointing out that the movement "is not intended 

to supplant copyright law" (p. 15).  

 

Technology Giveth, Technology Taketh Away 

Copyright's most ardent defenders and most radical critics share one core assumption: 

namely, that the speed at which 21st-century technology is advancing—including the machine 

learning and artificial intelligence powering the Fourth Industrial Revolution—has 

fundamentally altered what copyright law should look like. From that common starting point, 

however, the defenders' and critics' views on what copyright law should look like going forward 

could not be more divergent. 
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Some critics focus on specific—and cogent—details in their dissections of the state of 

copyright law, e.g., that technology has outstripped the intent of most of the law's provisions, 

including "fair use." In her article "In Defense of the Public Domain," Laura Gasaway 

inventively touches on the threat posed to the concept of fair use by Digital Rights Management 

technology. (DRM tech is, in essence, a way for creators and publishers to digitally protect 

copyrighted works; circumventing DRM controls can be seen as a violation of copyright, per the 

Digital Millennium Copyright Act of 1998.)  

"In some instances," Gasaway argues, "fair use is being legislated away. The anti-

circumvention provision disingenuously says that nothing affects the right of fair use. But how 

can an individual make a fair use of a copyrighted work that has technological protection 

measures attached to it"—and here is where the cleverness of Gasaway's argument comes into 

play—"if disabling or interfering with that protection infringes copyright? One must first have 

access to a work in order to make a fair use of it" (Gasaway, 2009). And yet nowhere does 

Gasaway suggest that copyright intrinsically hinders creativity or innovation. In fact, she makes 

a point of stating that "a strong and vibrant public domain can work alongside" effective 

copyright "to meet the goals of the U.S. copyright system" (p. 452). 

 

Tomorrow's Copyright Today 

We have focused here, for the most part, on critics of copyright who nevertheless 

acknowledge its uses and even its benefits. But there are also adamant defenders of copyright 

who acknowledge that, at some point, intellectual property laws as currently constituted have lost 

whatever balance they once struck between the private and public good. Some defenders, like 

many critics, claim that most of the benefits of copyright protection now accrue to faceless 

entities (publishing conglomerates, technology companies, and the like) while the average citizen 

has to wait longer and longer for fewer and fewer works, in any medium, to enter the public 

domain. Case in point: "Jack Valenti, former president of the Motion Picture Association of 

America, was not successful in pushing copyright law past the bounds of the Constitution, which 

mandates that copyright be limited, although he did try to circumvent this Constitutional 

requirement by suggesting that copyright terms last forever less one day" (McDermott, 2012, p. 

9). No wonder, perhaps, that Valenti appears as a kind of all-purpose scoundrel in more than a 

few articles written by critics of copyright's ever-expanding reach. 
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Among those defenders of copyright who also question its current power and scope is 

Fordham University's Albert Greco Greco, who slyly notes of Title 17 of the U.S. Code, which 

outlines copyright law: "17 U.S.C. is an unbelievably complex law that was, as of December 

2016, 367 pages long, slightly shorter but far more difficult to read than Aristotle's Nicomachean 

Ethics" (Greco, 2018, p. 253). His argument, in a nutshell, is that copyright law "needs a major 

rewriting. To achieve this lofty and important goal, the support of the entire scholarly publishing 

community is needed to bring 17 U.S.C. into the twenty-first century" (p. 256). While arguing 

that copyright law "is the fuel to the existing scholarly publishing engine" (p. 256), Greco also 

makes the salient point—repeated by countless critics of 17 U.S.C.—that: 

" … the Copyright Term Extension Act of 1998 stipulated that 

corporate copyright was extended from 75 years to 120 years after 

the creation of the work or 95 years after publication, and 

copyright for all works published prior to 1 January 1978 was 

extended from 75 years after publication to 95 years. A revised 

copyright law should not again extend copyright protection for 

books and/or cartoon characters. Somehow American civilization 

has survived with the works of Melville, Hawthorne, and Twain in 

the public domain …" (p. 254) 

Another strong defender of copyright, Marc Greenberg—the founding director of Golden 

Gate University School of Law's Intellectual Property Law Center—goes Greco one further in 

his magisterial 2007 article, "Reason or Madness: A Defense of Copyright’s Growing Pains." 

Inspired by remarks made by a panelist at an American Association of Law Schools conference, 

who asserted "that copyright law posed the greatest threat to First Amendment freedoms in this 

generation," Greenberg addresses frequent anti-copyright arguments from established critics, 

including professors Yochai Benkler, C. Edwin Baker, and others. Crucially, the arguments that 

Greenberg dismantles are not straw-man fallacies, but in all cases reflect written works of the 

scholars he rebuts. Whether he's taking on the notion that "The Expansion of Copyright 

Protection Has Been Driven by Media Conglomerates," "Copyright’s Principal Purpose Is to 

Provide Economic Benefits to Owners," or several other prevailing assertions of copyright 

critics, Greenberg scrupulously acknowledges the merits of the arguments—and then explains 

why he believes they're so wrong. He does not look at copyright through rose-colored lenses; nor 
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does he consider it the creativity-destroying scourge that some copyright critics evidently do. For 

example, in opposition to the "copyright protection has been driven by media conglomerates" 

argument mentioned above, Greenberg contends that "the added protections embodied in a 

longer copyright term, the removal of the notice requirement, and the right to control derivative 

works provides greater protection for the 'little guy' creator from the allegedly avaricious 

practices of the media conglomerates" (p. 8). 

 

Conclusion 

Copyright is a universe unto itself, one that has spawned galaxies of legal, philosophical, 

and ethical disputes. But the fact that the fundamental concepts in America's original copyright 

laws have helped propel creative pursuits for 230 years—even as generations of critics have, 

often justifiably, attacked copyright's more byzantine aspects—only reinforces one scholar's 

conviction that "the balance the framers of the U.S. Constitution struck between the rights of the 

author and the rights of the public was nothing short of brilliant" (Hilton, 2006, p. 70). 

Perhaps we can take heart in the knowledge that a desire to recapture that brilliant, 

thoughtful balance animates virtually all of the good-faith criticism leveled at copyright, and all 

of the clear-eyed, equally passionate arguments in its defense.  
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9. Taking Back what’s Ours: Reclaiming 

Academic Literature through Sci-Hub 
 

Matthew Longo 

 

There are those in the field of scholarly communication who regard Sci-Hub as an 

important force of change. Sci-Hub helps to increase citation rates, which is beneficial to the 

achievement of tenure, and more generally, to academic careers and reputations. Some 

researchers use Sci-Hub even when they have institutional access to needed literature because 

the platform is more user friendly. The presence of Sci-Hub may have the effect of forcing 

commercial publishers to rethink their models on user access. This paper will investigate the Sci-

Hub phenomenon and report on the potential implications moving forward. 

Sci-Hub was the creation of a 22-year-old neuroscientist named Alexandra Elbakyan in 

response to her difficultly accessing scientific articles due to publisher placed paywalls 

(Gonzalez-Solar & Fernandez-Marcial, 2019). The site brands itself as, “the first pirate website 

in the world to provide mass and public access to tens of millions of research papers 

(Himmelstein et al, 2018, pp.2).” In her own words, “Sci-Hub is by itself a repository or a library 

if you like, and not a search engine for some repository. But of course, the most important part in 

Sci-Hub is not a repository, but the script that can download papers closed behind paywalls 

(Elbakyan, 2017).” Sci-Hub gains access to these papers by using the authentication credentials 

most often of individuals at educational institutions. It obtains these credentials through 

voluntary donation or through phishing attacks such as those sent to individual’s emails. Sci-Hub 

is said to contain 54.5 million payment-accessed articles and 85.1 percent of the all articles 

hidden behind paywalls (Himmelstein et al, 2018). 

In recent years, Sci-Hub has received a large amount of media attention for what many 

see as its avocation of the open access movement. The prospect of providing scientific articles to 

those less fortunate, such as doctors in the 3rd world without access to the most recent medical 

research has been championed as a reason to overlook the legality and instead focus on the 

perceived ethical motivation of Sci-Hub (Bendezú-Quispe, 2016). Many would criticize a doctor 

who placed respecting copyrights on a higher ethical plateau than the health of a patient. The 
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truth is that this dilemma is most often only hypothetical and is not really the main reason for 

Sci-Hub usage. The increased media attention has not filtered down to a large usage by Third 

World medical practitioners (Mejia et al, 2017). If the majority of Third World doctors and 

medical students are still unaware of the Sci-Hub, its help to the global healthcare community 

should not be the focus of support. If Sci-Hub is to be supported, it is important to discover all 

the ways the site is being utilized.  

The countries with some of the highest usage of Sci-Hub are Portugal, Tunisia and 

Greece. These counties have in common universities that have poor institutional access to the 

scholarly literature needed for research and study (Gershake, 2016). The city with the biggest 

Sci-Hub downloads is the Iranian city of Tehran. Internet piracy of academic journals is not 

illegal and in fact is state sponsored in Iran. Iranians have been using programs to download 

huge collections of papers and have created repositories on local mirror sites. There exist several 

Persian sites that use Sci-Hub’s repository. This means that the downloads recorded by Sci-Hub 

are just a fraction of total downloads the website facilitates (Bohannon, 2016). Unlike other 

countries, Iran’s economic problems are a direct result of the United States and other counties 

sanctions. Other countries are beginning to use Iran as an example and support their academic 

researchers through government programs of piracy.  

A watershed moment in the study of Sci-Hub usage was the publication of an article 

authored by John Bohannon in the journal Science. In his article, “Who’s downloading pirated 

papers? Everyone” Mr. Bohannon with the help of Alexandra Elbakyan, created a data set of 

every download event for a 6-month period. A review of the results helps to show the global 

reach of Sci-hub, with downloads spread across all continents except Antarctica. The data also 

showed high concentrations of downloads from areas surrounding institutions of higher 

education and research. What was most surprising about the results was that many of these 

institutions had very high access to scholarly journals through their libraries subscriptions. One 

of the likely answers given in the article for this unusual result is text-mining. The amount of 

work and time needed to obtain a large data set of scholarly articles is enormous. “It took an 

entire year just to get permission,” says Thomas Padilla, the MSU librarian who did the 

negotiating. And once the hard drive full of papers arrived, it came with strict rules of use. At the 

end of each day of running computer programs on it from an offline computer, Padilla had to 

walk the resulting data across campus on a thumb drive for analysis with Hart-Davidson 
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(Bohannan, 2016, p512).” While unable to publish results if the dataset is collected through 

copywrite infringement, the opportunity to rapidly test hypothesis is extremely enticing for a 

researcher.  

The main reason for researchers to use Sci-Hub despite access to academic journals 

appears to be for saving time and ease of use (Nicholas, 2018). The currently library model is 

convoluted and even publishers have blamed libraries for creating an unfriendly retrieval system 

as well as not educating researchers adequately (Gonzalez-Solar & Fernandez-Marcial, 2019). 

Sci-Hub shines a light on this problem by providing articles with downloadable pdfs that are a 

single click away. In response, Google scholar and LibKey have begun to develop services that 

would provide the same simplicity of use as Sci-Hub (Seguin & Lawlor, 2019). As publishers 

and institutions give support to these initiatives, researchers will begin to see a drastic 

improvement in interface that should result in a diminish use of piracy alternatives.   

Publishing is a critical part of a professor’s tenure track as well as a general tool for their 

career advancement. The goal is to be published in an academic journal of prestige and to 

acquire the high number of article citations that an esteemed journal helps provide through their 

platform. Ranking metrics of journals such as Impact Factor, Eigenfactor and SCImago Journal 

depend heavily on citations for their calculations. Since these are calculated from a skewed 

distribution of citations, these metrics suffer from a low predictive validity. Sci-Hub downloads 

have proven to be the most robust indicator of future citations. It is not conducive for citations to 

block access to articles. Articles have been shown to be cited 2.21 times more frequently when 

they were downloaded from Sci-Hub (Correa et al., 2020). The relationship between authors and 

publishers was symbiotic when self or open access publishing was not a viable option. As 

dissemination of information becomes less costly, the services provided by publishers become 

counterproductive to the initiatives of authors. 

The unsustainable exponential increases in cost for academic journals is in no way 

reflective of the decreasing library budgets of colleges. Due to this disparity, scholarly 

communication finds itself in what has been termed a “serial crisis.” The largest price increases 

have been for journals in the areas of science, technology and medicine, yet recently journals 

involved in the social sciences have seen the largest percentage increase. In this scholarly journal 

market, competition is not an option since journals cannot be thought to be substituted easily for 

others in the field.  The industry is taken over by consolidation. The bundling of journals into 
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packaged deals in no way reflect the specific needs or budgets of individual college libraries.  

Universities are in the position of paying twice for research. They freely provide their research 

funded by salaries and lab costs to publishers only to end up having to pay publishers for said 

research to be included in their library collections (Panitch & Michalak, 2005). In response to the 

“serial crisis” many universities libraries have had no choice but to cancel many of their 

academic journal subscriptions. While the increase in cost is the main driver, Sci-Hub in a way 

can also be seen as both a cause and effect for the cancelation of subscriptions. In making 

purchasing decisions, usage metrics and feedback are consulted, which is inevitably affected by 

users turning to Sci-Hub for more convenient access. When cancelations occur, librarians have 

noticed a smaller than expected amount of complaints most likely due to the patron’s knowledge 

of alternatives (Himmelstein et al, 2018). These alternatives will push scholarly communication 

out of the serial crisis and create a more sustainable academic environment for the exchange of 

knowledge and research. 

It is not hard to find allusions to the early online piracy pioneer Napster in the discussions 

of Sci-Hub. One of the most important differences is that Sci-Hub will not be easy to shut down. 

Sci-hub stays far from the reach of the United States legal system by running its servers in 

Russia. “Even if arrested, Elbakyan says Sci-Hub will not go dark. She maintains failsafe to keep 

it up and running, and user donations now cover the cost of Sci-Hub’s servers. She also notes 

that the entire collection of 50 million papers has been copied by others many times already 

(Bohannon, 2016, p. 512).” Banning access to pirate sites is ineffective because it alerts more of 

the public to the existence of these websites and creates a negative power dynamic between 

patrons and librarians (Hoy, 2017). Napster’s effect on the music industry has directly resulted in 

the subscription-based model that exists today. If given an affordable and easy to use alternative 

to piracy, the public are more than willing to respect copyrights (Strielkowski, 2017). Sci-Hub 

downloads can be studied to provide catered journal or article access to the specific needs of 

individuals, departments or institutions. 

Many in the field of scholarly communication believe a responsive subscription-based 

method will not solve the serial crisis, and instead only mediate the problem of profit driven 

publishers. These people view open access publishing as the only way to have true progress in 

the field. Even Alexandra Elbakyan herself says, “The effect of long-term operation of Sci-Hub 

will be that publishers change their publishing models to support Open Access, because closed 
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access will make no sense anymore (Elbakyan, 2016).” In effect, Sci-Hub’s success will be its 

downfall since open access will eliminate the need for article piracy. The elimination of paywalls 

is in no way harmful but extremely helpful for the advancements of science and careers of 

academics. While profits may go down, journals H indices, impact factors and citations will 

grow through open access (Deshpande, 2019). There are many methods of open access and 

issues that must be addressed for each method. One popular version has the authors of scholarly 

articles paying a publication fee to journals. This of course would be a burden to authors without 

financial backing. It is important to remember that the new problems of progress should not be 

used to block progress. 

 College libraries are in a quagmire when asked to speak on Sci-Hub. In one sense, Sci-

Hub is supporting the free exchange of information which is the very foundation on which 

libraries have been built. Still Sci-Hub participates in the free exchange thanks to its disregard of 

copyright law. Taking a tour of college websites shows a wide range of approaches to the 

conversation about Sci-Hub. Kansas State University presents a clear position against while 

Cornell University provides a helpful guide on how to use the service. Some schools such as The 

University of North Texas Libraries have even offered Ms. Elbakyan a platform to communicate 

her point of view (Gonzalez-Solar & Fernandez-Marcial, 2019). Copyright infringement is not a 

new issue for librarians and they have never been well equipped for the fight. The best weapon 

librarians have is education. It is important to remind patrons of the dangers of participation in 

infringement. Librarians must continue to check proxy logs frequently for excessive use so as to 

disable compromised logins. They must make patrons aware of the problems caused by sharing 

their personal login credentials (Hoy, 2017). Logins can grant access to much more that just the 

institutions library resources. They dangerously open the system to much more nefarious actions 

than the simply sharing of academic journals. 

The free exchange of scholarly articles is beneficial to everyone. The high cost of 

journals only benefits publishers. Sci-Hub will not be easily shut down. If Sci-Hub shuts down, a 

replacement will quickly fill its place. While it is not clear the long-term effects of Sci-Hub, its 

existents reflect the current problems of scholarly publishing. An individual does not need to 

actively participate in copyright infringement to support a solution. Talking about Sci-Hub is all 

the activism that is needed. 
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10. Modern Scholarly Communication and 

the Humanities 
 

Brigette Meskell 

 

 As the realm of scholarly communication becomes increasingly digitized, traditionally 

non-digital schools of thought such as the humanities must adapt: thus, the emergence of the 

digital humanities. This paper examines the current publishing climate in humanistic fields such 

as literature studies, and offers insight from scholars with background in scholarly 

communication, and digital humanities. With the help of digital humanities and open access, 

humanistic scholars can better adapt to the incommensurability between their abiding 

preferences and values in research and publishing mediums (printed books, monographs, etc.) 

and digital trends in scholarly communication. 

Many humanities scholars have approached these issues by looking at how physical 

publication methods are faring in the academy today. The question of whether digital publishing 

is obliterating print publishing has caused many debates in the area of scholarly communication 

as a whole. Fitzpatrick, for example, describes the liminal existence of the scholarly monograph 

as “undead,” or “zombified.” Some more traditional mediums of scholarly communication 

(monographs, critical editions, scholarly editions, etc.) are seemingly becoming antiquated in this 

technological paradigm shift, which threatens constant obsolescence. Fitzpatrick asks and tries to 

answer the question: how are the humanities as a field dealing with this paradigm shift 

(Fitzpatrick, 2011)? 

Another scholar, Apollon, similarly states that technological revolutions have constantly 

disrupted scholarly publishing. With regard to modern circumstances, he examines how digital 

publishing is affecting the identity of the critical edition, an essential medium of scholarship for 

the humanities. This digital paradigm shift, this is causing critical or scholarly editions of texts to 

redefine their purposes. He explains that traditionally, critical editions are pieces of scholarly 

communication that exist in order to capture the initial informational integrity of the original 

document. His argument notes that this preservation goal is challenged by the age of digitization 
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(Apollon 2014). Although he does not discuss it in his work, there is a correlation between the 

critical edition and the monograph – both staples in humanities publishing.  

In fact, humanities scholar, Eve, contextualizes monographs in the same way Apollon 

discusses critical editions; their purposes as scholarly communication tools are under 

reconstruction since the dawn of digitization. Eve states, “it is clear that digital technologies . . . 

are already transforming the scope, potential and even definition of a monograph” (Eve, 2014, p. 

116). Eve’s argument concerns the race for tenure and the critical supply-demand crisis for 

scholars who depend on publishing for promotion, but lack opportunity in an already saturated 

market of published materials. The solution calls for a move toward open access monographs, 

which would lead to a wider array of opportunities for such scholars.  

These scholars make it clear that publishing methods in the humanities (considering the 

state of the critical edition and the monograph) are in flux. The humanities are currently in a 

liminal space between a traditional affinity for printed scholarship and the potential of total 

digitization. It seems that in such a climate humanities scholars have an obligation to learn 

computing languages or be left in the marginal, digitally illiterate, increasingly devalued realm of 

scholarly communication. To sharpen this argument, literary scholar McGann poses that the 

book and eBook are equally in a state of crisis, and the real issue is the engine of “scholarly 

communication [which] operates in a highly restricted and specialized [digital] market” 

(McGann, 2013, p. 49) 

However, some humanities scholars have exhibited reluctance or outright contempt 

toward incorporating technology in the field in a powerful backlash in response to publications 

from scholars like Jerome McGann, Franco Moretti, and Willard McCarthy from the humanities 

community. Franco Moretti’s Graphs, Maps, Trees is an example of a work that makes a case for 

incorporating quantitative evaluation in literary studies (Bode, 2012). Some literary scholars 

contest Moretti’s position with a deep seeded contempt for quantifying any aspect of literature 

studies, and a rigid compartmentalization of humanities and science. 

The humanities cannot afford such a compartmentalization in the current digital state of 

scholarly environment. Many solutions to this argument concern the digitizing the humanities, 

and also the creation of humanities-driven open access platforms. One Creative Commons driven 

solution, albeit not a very well known one, is NINES (Network Infrastructure for Nineteenth-

Century Electronic Scholarship) – a digital platform that accommodates the scholarly 
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communication needs of a group of humanities scholars (McMann, 2013). On its statement page 

it provides the concise description, “. . . a scholarly organization devoted to forging links 

between the material archive of the nineteenth century and the digital research environment of 

the twenty-first.” This is an example of an open-access/digital humanities based platform which 

is facilitating the work of humanities scholars by providing a peer-reviewing body for digital 

work of literature studies scholars (specifically 19th century), supporting digital research of those 

scholars, and developing software tools to facilitate traditional forms of research and critical 

analysis, and new forms (NINES).  

Another solution is called The Open Humanities Press. OHP is a humanities-driven, open 

access publishing company, whose costs are subsidized by a number of different institutions 

(Eve 2014).Their goal is to provide a mechanism that works independently of large publishing 

companies as a way of producing humanities scholarship in forms that are not dictated to or 

influenced by publishing monopolies. 

 In addition to these open access solutions, there is evidence that digital humanities 

scholars are experimenting with modern scholarly communication environments in response to 

the scholarly publication crisis as a whole (much like the ones from NINES and OHP). It is clear 

that scholarly digital platforms require the discipline of the digital humanities in propagating new 

information. The scholarly publishing crisis can be better contextualized and understood if one 

thinks in terms of the larger capitalistic infrastructure of commercial publishing as a whole 

(Jones 2017). Commercial publishing has recently been obsessed with selling eBook formats, 

scholarly communication has appropriated the same attitudes. However, it is more complex, as 

Jones later enlightens the reader of what he calls analog backlash. He sates, “The more screenish 

our world becomes, the more we try to insert tactility into it.” (Jones, 2017, p. 154). He urges 

that things like skeuomorphism and simulacral page drape in eBooks are evidence that the 

printed book will not become obsolete, despite trends recent consumer culture (Jones 2017). 

However, this does not change the idea that traditionally printed mediums of scholarly 

communications for the humanities (ie. monograph, critical edition), should stop reevaluating 

their place in and increasingly digital world. Digital humanities scholars, and open access 

platforms are clear entry points for the task at hand.  

It is imperative to proceed with caution. Apollon urges that it is necessary to bear in mind 

that open access is the antithesis of the modern-day socio-economic value system our culture is 
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steeped in, where value is tied to high price and high materialism (Apollon, 2014). This 

transition will have to be a delicate one. Another warning about this paradigm shift can be found 

in the book, Reinventing Knowledge: From Alexandria to the Internet. Waters analyzes one of 

the quotes from the book, Reinventing Knowledge: From Alexandria to the Internet, 

“‘Innovation in technology does little in itself to guarantee the progress of knowledge as a 

whole.’ Focusing on the Internet they write: ‘We risk committing a serious error by thinking that 

cheap information made universally available through electronic media fulfils the requirements 

of a democratic society for organized knowledge.’” (Waters, 2013 p. 14). While this quote poses 

a cynical lens with which to view open access, it does provide a foil of practicality to the blind 

belief that open access is the holy grail of scholarly communications. This quote highlights the 

accountability and integrity that humanities scholarship must retain as it continues to navigate a 

democratized digital platform such as OA, and explores the burgeoning dimensions of the Digital 

Humanities.  

One may draw that digital publishing platforms appear to have a monopoly over 

scholarly communication; however, scholars rooted in tradition, progressive scholars, and the 

capitalistic infrastructure of scholarly publishing are in the middle of a three-way tug-of-war on 

the matter.  There are a variety of entry points into the discussion that involves improving the 

scholarly communication welfare of the humanities in the today’s increasingly digital world. 

Scholars invested in this research are of all ages, experience levels, humanistic passions/interests, 

and opinions how to accomplish their common goal. It is widely known that the humanities are 

currently in a liminal space between tradition and modernity caused, in part, by myriad attitudes 

toward technology (ranging from Luddite to IT pro) from their peers. This is a balancing act that 

the humanities are endeavoring to negotiate with the emergence of fields like the digital 

humanities, and the use of open access as a means for keeping their work visible despite its 

format. 
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11. The Benefits of Open Educational 

Resources 
 

Kristen VanValkenburg 

 

The rising costs associated with earning a college degree continue to be a barrier to many 

students. The costs of course textbooks are a particular concern. To mitigate this expense, 

colleges and universities are exploring alternative forms of course materials. Accordingly, open 

educational resources (OER) have emerged as an appealing solution. Beyond costs savings, OER 

have the potential for additional benefits including improved student learning, portability, and 

greater accessibility as compared to traditional textbooks. 

 OER are resources used for teaching, learning or research that are in the public domain or 

are licensed that allows them to be openly used or repurposed (Choi & Carpenter, 2017). OER 

can include textbooks, syllabi and other course related materials, videos, tests, and other 

multimodal resources used for educational purposes. Many colleges and universities are adopting 

open textbooks which are a form of OER materials. Open textbooks are more cost effective due 

to the low cost of producing digital content in contrast to the printing costs. For the purpose of 

this paper, open textbooks will be referred to as OER. 

 According to a report from the Government Accountability Office (GAO), during 2002-

2012, college tuition and fees rose by 89%, college textbook prices rose by 82% while overall 

consumer prices rose by 28% (2013). The rising college costs have negatively affected student 

behavior and academic performance. Florida Virtual Campus (FVC) surveyed over 24,000 

students enrolled in Florida’s public higher education system and found that 63.5% of students 

did not purchase required textbooks, 35.62% received a lower grade because they could not 

afford the textbook, and 22.9% of students dropped a course (FVC, 2019). The inability to access 

required course materials can result in lower grades or longer degree completion rates 

subsequently increasing the likelihood that students will leave college prior to earning a degree. 

 Colleges and universities are adopting OER as a means of reducing costs over traditional 

textbooks and ensuring academic success. Numerous studies have addressed the quality and 

efficacy of OER. Hilton and Laman found that students who used OER over traditional 
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textbooks in psychology classes had better overall outcomes (2012). Grade point averages, 

withdrawal rates and final exam scores were compared and analyzed between students who used 

a traditional textbook and students that used OER. Students who used OER had better outcomes 

and better class retention rates as compared to students who used a traditional textbook (Hilton & 

Laman, 2012). Mathew and Kashyap compared students’ academic performances in introductory 

astronomy classes and found that there was no statistical significance between student academic 

performances who used OER over traditional textbooks (2019). However, students that used the 

OER textbook reported higher levels of satisfaction over the students who used the traditional 

textbook (Mathew & Kashyap, 2019). In a multi institutional study, Fischer et al. examined the 

impact of OER on student performance, course completion rates and enrollment intensity (2015). 

5,000 post-secondary students using OER were compared and analyzed to 11,000 students using 

traditional textbooks from 10 community and four year colleges across 15 disciplines (Fischer et 

al., 2015). While the results were mixed, students using OER generally performed better and 

enrolled in a higher credit load the following semester. Fischer et al., concluded that the money 

students saved using OER allowed them to apply their savings to other college expenses (2015). 

The lack of lower student scores signifies that quality is not compromised with OER. Because 

OER are open and customizable, OER can potentially be higher quality and more comprehensive 

than traditional textbooks (Choi & Carpenter, 2017). Moreover, they allow for collaboration 

opportunities among faculty. 

 The effective use of OER materials can have a direct impact on student learning. An 

instant benefit to student learning is the first-access that students have to course materials at the 

beginning of the semester (Hilton & Laman, 2012). Moreover, OER are customizable which 

allows for engagement and interactivity not possible with a traditional textbook. Assignments, 

quizzes, videos and web based activities can be embedded within the text creating a more 

engaging learning experience allowing students to navigate at their own pace (Mathew & 

Kashyap, 2019). Faculty can organize course content based on their teaching preferences and 

post relevant supplemental materials. Ikahihifo et al. reported that students liked that the 

instructor could add additional sources to enhance student understanding of course content 

(2017). In addition, students preferred OER ease of use over traditional textbooks (Petrides et al, 

2011). Based on students’ responses, Petrides et al. concluded that OER are well suited to 

students’ technology behaviors and preference for working online (2011). Other online features 
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that students appreciated was the ability to use the find function to locate relevant information 

within a page (Hilton & Laman, 2012). Also, students were able to view the assignment and 

pertinent sections of the text on one screen (Petrides et al., 2017).  

 The portability and flexibility of OER materials are an advantage over traditional 

textbooks. Multiple studies indicate the students value the portability and accessibility of OER 

(Hilton & Laman, 2012; Ikahihifo et al.; Petrides et al., 2011). Students can access course 

materials from a computer, tablet, and smartphone. In some instances, students have the option 

of printing course materials. Because of OER have multiple modes of accessibility, students are 

able to effectively manage their time (Petrides et al., 2011). Students appreciated the portability 

factor because OER eliminated the need to carry the physical textbook and could be accessed 

“from a lab, in the classroom, on public transport, during class breaks” (Petrides et al., 2011). 

 As a result of using OER materials in college classes, new trends in student behavior 

have started to emerge. Because students are saving money on textbooks, they are able to enroll 

in a full credit load. In other instances, students use it for their future education costs while other 

students use it for day to day expenses. Ikahihifo et al. surveyed students who enrolled in OER 

pilot courses to explore how students used the money they saved from using OER materials 

(2017).  Of the 206 respondents, 42.2% of students reinvested their savings into their education 

by purchasing materials and textbooks for other classes, paying current tuition or taking an extra 

class.  30.5% of respondents applied to towards their daily living expenses and 20.3% of 

respondents saved their money.  Of the respondents who saved their money, 42.9% of these 

students intended to pay for future classes with their savings (Ikahihifo et al., 2017). In a separate 

study exploring OER and students’ purchasing behaviors, Beile et al. noted that instructors who 

used OER observed an increase of evaluations and increased enrollment in their classes that 

offered OER materials (2020). 

 The most innovative application of OER occurred when Tidewater Community College 

(TCC) became the first college in the United States to pioneer the first associate degree based on 

OER content in 2013 (Hilton et al., 2016). The business administration program, called the Z-

degree because it has zero textbook costs, was chosen because it produces the second highest 

number of graduates and is available on all campuses and online (Wiley et al., 2016). The goals 

of the Z-degree are “to improve student access, increase instructor effectiveness and to save 

students money” (Hilton et al., 2016). In a case study across four semesters, (Fall 2013, Spring 
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2014, Fall 2014, and Spring 2015), Hilton et al. (2016) compared and analyzed student 

enrollment, drop rates and final grades. Students from the Z-degree classes were compared to 

students in classes using traditional textbooks across in person classes and online/hybrid classes. 

Hilton et al., (2016) found that students in both in person and online/hybrid Z-degree courses 

were less likely to withdraw. Students in the Z-degree courses were also more likely to score a 

grade of C or better by 7% in person or 6% online/hybrid. While there are many limitations to 

this study, the results are promising. The results of this preliminary study reflect the findings of 

other OER studies that OER materials do not compromise student success. In addition, the Z-

degree is expected to save students 25% of the degree program costs (Top 5 Higher Ed Tech 

Stories of 2015, 2015) 

 Lastly, OER can be considered a means of social justice.  In a broader sense, OER 

increases accessibility to learning over socioeconomic boundaries.  OERs have the most 

potential to benefit underserved populations.  Jenkins et al. explored the impact of textbook costs 

among 700 students that include racial and ethnic minority students, low-income students and 

first-generation college students at a four year Hispanic Serving Institution (2020). This 

demographic is often overlooked in scholarly literature because OER and textbook pricing 

studies lack diversity among the study participants or do not disaggregate student data (Jenkins et 

al., 2020). In addition, high textbook prices delay graduation rates which disproportionately 

affects minority students: minorities have 85% more student loans debt that their White 

counterparts and carry 185% more student loan debt fifteen years post-graduation (Houle & 

Addo, 2018 as cited in Jenkins et al., 2020). Students were surveyed to asses “textbook 

affordability’s influence on stress level, purchasing habits, first day access, academic 

performance, and time-to-graduate rates” (Jenkins et al., 2020). Latinx, low-income, and first-

generation students reported higher levels of stress due to the cost of textbook prices as 

compared to their counterparts, White student respondents, students not reliant on financial aid 

and non-first-generation students, respectively. Additionally, Latinx, low-income and first-

generation students were less likely to have first-day access to required textbooks and more 

likely to not purchase textbooks due to the cost in contrast with their counterparts.  Lastly, 

Latinx, low-income, and first-generation students reported higher rates of failing a course as a 

consequence not being able to purchase the textbook (Jenkins et al., 2020). By reducing costs 
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and increasing accessibility, OER materials have a role in making higher education more 

inclusive. 

 Because the rising costs associated with earning a college degree are a barrier for 

students, colleges and universities are adopting OER in an attempt to make college accessible 

and ensure student success. The benefits of OER extend beyond costs savings. Students have 

first-day access to course materials, which has a direct effect on academic performance. OER 

materials are portable can be easily accessed with the Internet or downloaded to a mobile device 

making them a time saving device. As the world recovers from the economic impact of COVID-

19, OER materials are an increasingly appealing cost saving alternative for students. 
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12. The Credibility of Self-Publishing: Open 

Peer Review 
 

Sarah Cook 

 

The traditional publishing and peer review system that is currently in place is seen as the 

standard for academic advancement and dissemination. Although this system is seen as the 

default option, more and more scholars are looking towards new solutions to alleviate the 

exploitative flaws of traditional commercial academic publishing and the lack of transparency 

behind single and double-blind peer review. As commercial publishers continue to be restrictive 

and inflate subscription and article costs, more scholars are turning to nontraditional publishing 

alternatives, like self-publishing. Academic self-publishing cannot be an unchecked alternative 

for unqualified and unserious amateurs and pseudoscientists. The main question that arises from 

this is: how can self-published research retain its credibility? This paper argues that open peer 

review (OPR) can be used as a solution to legitimize the research of academic self-publishing. 

Often, self-publishing is dismissed as a form of vanity publishing, but in fact, it is a 

process in which authors, researchers, and academics can retain the power, control, and integrity 

of their own work. There is a myriad of reasons why a scholar might choose to self-publish. One 

of the major reasons that scholars are choosing to do so is their desire to make their works widely 

available. By self-publishing, an author can avoid the exploitative costs—that many commercial 

publishers demand from their users and audience bases—which in turn would make their 

research more accessible to all scholars as well as the public. Self-publishing allows authors to 

have complete control over their own work. More often than not, traditional publishers require an 

author to relinquish the rights to their paper to the publisher—once again limiting the outreach of 

a particular work (Sarnecka, 2020). Other reasons scholars may choose to self-publish are: high 

rejection rates from exclusive journals; long submission to publication turnover times; over 

editing to appease a specific journal’s specifications; a deterrence to publish niche and unpopular 

topics; and a lack of collaboration and dialogue (Perakakis and Taylor, 2013). 

 The fear among academics is that without traditional publishing, there will be a lack of 

reputability and either a diminishment or total absence of a substantive peer review process. This 
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perception that journals are the sole gatekeepers to peer review is the reason why some 

academics, like Perakakis and Taylor (2013), argue that the academy does not need journals. 

They assert that journals currently act as a form of quality control instead of vehicles of 

widespread knowledge and accessibility. Likewise, Sarnecka (2020) echoes this sentiment in the 

realm of academic book publishing.  She asserts that like journal publishing, a respected press 

can act as a “proxy” for quality control (p. 312). No one is arguing that there should not be some 

form of a peer review process—all serious academic papers and books should undergo a check 

for quality and accuracy. The critique being made, however, is that there are other options 

available to academics who need their research to pass quality and legitimacy checks in order for 

their works to be seen as credible. OPR gives researchers another avenue to self-publish their 

work and still retain merit.  

While OPR is a solution to the credibility of self-publishing, it is important to understand 

and acknowledge the scope in which OPR encompasses. There is no concrete definition that can 

pin down the different forms and characteristics of OPR. In a study done by Ross-Hellauer 

(2017) he defines OPR as “an umbrella term for a number of overlapping ways that peer review 

models can be adapted in line with the aims of Open Science, including making reviewer and 

author identities open, publishing review reports and enabling greater participation in the peer 

review process” (p. 16). He isolates seven traits that are unique to OPR: open identities, open 

reports, open participation, open interaction, open pre-review manuscripts, open final-version 

commenting, and open platforms. Similarly, Ford (2013) describes eight different characteristics 

that are common to the OPR process: signed review, disclosed review, editor-mediated review, 

transparent review, crowd-sourced review, pre-publication review, synchronous review, and 

post-publication review. In order for self-publishing to become a legitimate form of publication 

for academics, the OPR process that is implemented must be fully transparent—at the very least 

OPR reports should be signed, published, and crowd-sourced. 

The disclosure of the entire review process along with the reviewer’s name, not only adds 

to the integrity of the paper, but also recognizes the work of the reviewer. It is hoped that by 

publishing the review, the reviewer will subsequently receive recognition for their work. This in 

turn, may create another avenue for researchers to build upon their academic dossiers. Some 

independent peer review platforms, like Publons, compiles peer review information to create 

verifiable profiles for reviewers’ CVs as a way to incentivize peer review. If this becomes an 
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acceptable form of service, more researchers may be willing to become OPR reviewers (Ross-

Hellauer, 2017; Tattersall, 2015). 

For OPR to be a credible option for self-publishing, OPR first must be acknowledged as 

an acceptable alternative to traditional peer review. To do this, the common concerns and 

critiques of OPR must be addressed and dispelled. The most frequent concern that opponents 

have is the fear that reviewers will be less likely to reject papers and the quality of the reviews 

will suffer because reviewers will be afraid to voice their criticisms. The studies suggest, 

however, that the quality of the review is not impacted when OPR is implemented. Van Rooyen 

et al. (1999) examined in a randomized trial whether OPR, specifically disclosing reviewers’ 

names, would affect the outcome of a reviewer’s recommendation and the quality of their 

review. The trial revealed that the reviewers’ recommendations for or against publication and the 

quality of the reviews were not significantly affected by the knowledge that their reviews would 

be signed. Further, the authors end their analysis by concluding that “ethical arguments in favour 

of open peer review outweigh any practical concerns against it” (Van Rooyen et al., 1999, p. 26). 

Similarly, Van Rooyen et al. (2010) studied the effects of informing reviewers that their signed 

reviews may be made public through digital upload. The authors found that while more 

reviewers declined to review than in the control group, there was no significant effect on the time 

reviewers took to review, the quality of the review, or their recommendations towards 

publication. 

While evidence suggests that more reviewers are skewed to decline more frequently to 

OPR than traditional peer review (Van Rooyen et al., 2010), evidence suggests that a large 

number of scholars have a relatively positive attitude towards OPR. Ross-Hellauer et al. (2017) 

conducted a survey to measure the experiences and feelings of OPR among reviewers, editors, 

and authors in relationship to Ross-Heallauer’s list of OPR traits. While the results illustrated 

that 51% of responders were less likely to support the open identities trait because it would lead 

to weaker criticism in reports, the authors did find that 60.8% of responders believe that OPR 

should be implemented more frequently in academia. In review of open reports, 2 out of 3 

responders believe that readers can obtain useful information from published reports, and 3 out 

of 5 believe the quality of the reviews will increase. Open interaction was supported by 68% of 

the people who completed the survey and they believe that an increase in communication 

between reviewers and authors will lead to stronger final publications. Finally, the study 
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illustrates that younger generations of authors, editors, and reviewers tend to have more positive 

attitudes towards OPR than older generations.  

Technology and web 2.0 have made OPR a viable reality. The combination of academic 

sites and repositories used to upload research and the creation of independent peer review 

platforms have created an ideal environment for self-publishing. Websites and platforms like 

Pubpub, arXiv, Open Review, Peerage of Science, PubMed, Publons, and The Winnower 

illustrate the emerging eminence of OPR (Tennant et al., 2019; Tattersall, 2015). Journals that 

already implement OPR as their form of peer review can be successful models for self-

publishing, as exemplified by the open access digital journals F1000Research, PloS ONE, and 

Peer J. The same approach and rigor can be applied to self-published works. A journal that uses 

an OPR model can be substituted for an independent peer review platform. Social media has also 

enabled authors to become less dependent on the publicity of journals, and more reliant on 

themselves. Likewise, as altmetrics become legitimately considered measurements towards the 

impact of a paper, now more than ever, scholars are publicizing and sharing their papers over 

social media sites like Twitter and LinkedIn (Tattersal, 2015). One of the main critiques of 

independent OPR platforms is that comments and reviews will come from unverified and 

unqualified people who can leave unproductive and damaging comments (Tattersall, 2015). 

Here, again, transparency is key. To assure that only qualified and credible scholars are only 

posting reviews and comments, the utilization of an ORCiD number or other similar 

identification tools could be required in order to post (Ross-Hellauer, 2017; Brewer, 2014; 

Tennant et al., 2019). 

There are some scholars who envision an innovative future of academic self-publishing 

which utilize elements of OPR as their main form of credibility. Perakakis et al. offer a forward-

thinking model called the Natural Selection of Academic Papers (NSAP) that focus on OPR and 

self-publication (2010). NSAP is a two-step process utilizing current institutional online 

repositories and the future creation of a Global Open Archive (GOA). The GOA would become a 

universal database for all articles as well as a platform for a completely transparent OPR (an 

author-guided peer review) process. The model therefore would eliminate the need—not the 

existence—for academic journals. While this idea seems utopian, it does highlight the innovative 

and progressive thinking of current scholars. The model of NSAP at its core is self-publication 

through online repositories, using an OPR platform to assure quality and credibility. 
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In conclusion, OPR has the ability to legitimize academic self-published works. The main 

barrier to acceptance and implementation of OPR and self-publishing is the academy itself. 

Junior researchers and scholars who have yet to make tenure are almost excluded from the 

conversation entirely. They often times lack the luxury to even think about publishing their work 

in platforms other than traditional peer reviewed high-ranking journals. Likewise, some scholars 

would prefer to remain stagnant and oblivious to the flaws of the current publishing and 

traditional peer review system. Change is never easy, but sometimes it is necessary. Self-

publishing will probably never replace traditional publishing, but it does create another 

alternative for scholars who are unhappy with the current system. OPR is an effective 

replacement to the traditional peer review process. It can be employed to vet papers for quality 

and credibility; create academic conversations and collaboration; and add a new layer of 

transparency and accountability that is sometimes missing from traditional peer review. 
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13. Copyright Transfer Agreements: 

Consequences and Alternatives 
 

Julie Crowell 

 

For years, copyright transfer was a standard contractual requirement in commercial 

scholarly publishing. Researchers routinely signed away the rights to their own works in order to 

secure publication in prestigious academic journals; this practice has had unintended 

consequences for researchers and libraries around the world. The open access movement has 

created more opportunities for researchers to publish their work and share it freely with others, 

but these practices are not always without risk.  This paper will examine the challenges facing 

scholars in publishing today and explore the options available to them. 

Copyright laws in the United States were created to help protect the intellectual property 

rights of authors.  Prior to the Copyright Act of 1976, a work was considered copyrighted upon 

its publication; today, most original works are automatically eligible for copyright protection 

upon their creation, even if they are not labeled with a copyright symbol or registered with the 

U.S. Copyright Office (Benson, 2018).  These rights can be transferred or licensed to another 

party for publication or distribution of the work (Carroll, 2013). The legal document that 

achieves this is called a Copyright Transfer Agreement (CTA), or licensing agreement. 

Upon this change in copyright law, commercial publishers of academic journals started 

requiring authors to sign a CTA prior to publication. Once signed, the publisher is considered the 

owner of the work. Authors no longer have permission to copy or distribute their own work, 

unless it qualifies as fair use; the terms of the CTA can also prevent scholars from publishing 

their work in their institution’s digital repository, posting it on their own personal website, or 

even allowing it to be translated into another language (Carroll, 2013; Coleman, 2007; Corbett, 

2009).  One study showed that by 2003, as many as 90% of authors were signing CTAs in order 

to publish their work (Coleman, 2007).  

In recent years, this practice has contributed to the “serials crisis” that plagues academic 

libraries around the world; commercial publishers profit from the imbalance of power that 

resulted from their exclusive rights to academic works. Libraries, shoved out of their role as 
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archivers of academic content, are now forced to pay any price in order to supply their faculty 

with the research they need and to maintain that access over a period of years.  This crisis has 

become further pronounced as a series of mergers and acquisitions in the publishing industry 

have consolidated most of the power into a handful of companies. Particularly in the areas of 

science, technology, and medicine, most scholarly journal articles are published by The Big Five: 

Reed-Elsevier, Springer, Sage, Wiley-Blackwell, and Taylor & Francis (American Library 

Association, 2019). The Big Five’s virtual monopoly over the scholarly publishing industry has 

allowed them to amass huge profits by charging higher and higher prices for content they never 

had to pay for.  Libraries, struggling to keep up with the increasing costs of digital content, have 

been forced to cut subscriptions and defer print purchases, especially in non-STEM subject areas 

(American Library Association, 2019; Corbett, 2009). 

Authors have many choices besides publishing in commercial journals and signing a 

CTA.  First, if offered such a deal, they can read their contract prior to signing. Research has 

demonstrated that academics often misunderstand copyright issues, and in many cases, imagine 

that the contract they have signed is even more restrictive than it is (Dawson & Yang, 2016; 

Coleman, 2007).  Second, researchers can attempt to negotiate the terms of their license.  

Copyright is made up of several different specific rights; it might be possible in some cases for 

an individual author to retain some of those rights upon request (Benson, 2018).  This tactic 

probably will not work with one of the Big Five publishers, however, as “mega-publishers are 

known to be inflexible in their unwillingness to allow author amendments to copyright 

agreements” (Corbett, 2009, p. 127). Finally, authors may choose to forgo traditional publishers 

and publish in an open access journal instead, usually under a Creative Commons licensing 

agreement, which allows them to retain their rights.  

The same digital revolution that gave rise to the serials crisis can also be credited for the 

open access movement.  As the internet expanded, academics and librarians quickly recognized 

that it could provide a relatively inexpensive platform for publishing and archiving scholarly 

communication.  The open access movement is rooted in the beliefs that research paid for with 

public monies should remain available to the public and that university libraries should not have 

to buy back the work that the university faculty have created (Rowley et al., 2017). Open access 

also helps to support global equality by providing access worldwide, in countries that cannot 

afford paywalled journals or do not allow interlibrary loan (Benson, 2018). 
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Authors have several options when choosing to publish via open access.  Gold open 

access is based on a model in which the author pays a fee (called an Article Processing Charge, 

or APC) of as much as $3,000-$5,000 to be published (Lagoze et al., 2015). In exchange, the 

journal provides peer review, editing, and a polished distribution platform, just like in the 

traditional publishing model (Solomon, 2012).   Gold open access journals tend to be owned by 

individuals or scholarly communities, but large commercial publishers have also started open 

access journals of their own (Rowley et al., 2017).  Authors who choose this route may pay for 

the publishing fee with grant money; some institutions pay the fee for their faculty (Solomon, 

2012).  

Authors can also deposit a copy of their published or unpublished work in their 

institution’s repository or a subject repository operated by a scholarly community; these are 

examples of green open access. Even in the case of published works for which authors have 

signed a CTA with a large commercial publisher, authors are often allowed to publish (or are not 

specifically prohibited from publishing) a pre- or post-print copy of the article in an institutional 

repository, sometimes after an embargo period (Coleman, 2007). This is one area in which the 

ambiguity of some CTAs can work to the author’s advantage.  

Creative Commons (CC) licensing agreements are an ideal fit for authors publishing via 

open access because they allow authors to share their work freely while retaining their own 

copyright. Authors are still free to share copies with students, or place the item on reserve, or to 

present their findings at a conference without the fear of violating copyright, as long as they are 

still in compliance with their University’s policies regarding work made for hire (Benson, 2018).  

Authors may choose among six types of CC licenses, allowing authors to be specific about how 

they will allow their work to be used (Carroll, 2013).  The broadest of these licenses is the CC-

BY license, which allows others to “distribute, translate, remix, tweak, and build upon” the 

original work as long as the original author is credited (Carroll, 2013, p. 790). 

With so many benefits for the author and the scholarly community, one might assume 

that open access is now the norm in scholarly publishing.  Unfortunately, that is not the case; 

although open access has grown significantly, research shows that most scholars have been 

reluctant to fully adopt it, and instead, continue to publish in large, commercial publications and 

sign CTAs.  Although scholars seem to appreciate the ideals behind open access in theory, in 

practice, they publish in high-impact, high-profile journals instead (Rowley, 2017).  Faculty feel 
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tremendous pressure to publish in prestigious journals to qualify for tenure and promotion; 

publishing their research in a lesser-known open access journal can feel too risky to attempt. As 

one professor described it, “The modern academic is supposed to do all of these things, generate 

impact, publish papers for the REF [Research Excellence Framework], and even possibly spare 

five minutes to worry about enhancing their own CV for promotion prior to asking the dean for a 

pay raise – and all this on top of the OA agenda” (Hubbard, 2015, p. 13).   

In addition to these pressures, many scholars do not trust the quality of the typical open 

access journal. While some are carefully peer-reviewed and edited, others are low-quality or 

even fraudulent or predatory.  The research is filled with horror stories of researchers who paid 

to publish bogus articles in open access journals, to demonstrate the lack of editorial ethics.  In 

some predatory journals, anyone who is willing to pay the APC (even a 7-year-old with a school 

project about bats) can be published (Martin & Martin, 2016).   

Some academics are even reluctant to self-archive within their institutional repository.  

One of the major barriers faculty experience is understanding the copyright issues surrounding it, 

especially in works with joint authors (Benson, 2018).  Some are dissatisfied with the lack of 

editing and selectivity in the repository, along with the inefficient search functions (Lagoze et al., 

2015).  Others cannot participate simply because they have not retained copies of their own 

articles (Hubbard, 2015). 

Authors alone cannot solve the problems within scholarly communication; individual 

choices toward open access are meaningful but not sufficient to remake the entire institution.  

Scholars must be supported in their choices by libraries, government entities, and university 

administrations, and the issues that prevent scholars from open access publishing must be 

addressed.  Recent mandates by the U.S. government to require open access publication of 

research funded by its agencies will help to legitimize open access publishing. Librarians can 

help faculty by educating them about copyright issues and the importance of maintaining 

ownership of and access to the scholarly record; they can provide the means to do that by 

maintaining and improving the institutional repository.   Universities can support faculty by 

creating open access policies and reforming tenure and promotion practices that overemphasize 

publication in prestigious (and expensive) journals.  When all these groups work together, 

significant change seems possible. 
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14. Unlocking Grey Literature’s Positive 

Impact 
 

Tre Berney 

 

While difficult to access, assess, and analyze, gray literature plays a positive role in both 

the research and scholarly information lifecycle. Its impact is evident in continued proliferation 

in research (Cooper, Marsolek, Riegelman, Farrell, & Kelly, 2019), including use in systematic 

literature reviews and social networking. Comprised of an array of different scholarly 

information created outside of traditional publishing and distribution channels, gray literature 

remains difficult to include in most research methodologies (Richard, 2011). Systematic 

literature reviews, research methodology born out of the health sciences, are successful in 

including gray literature in research analysis and its methodologies are now applied to other 

disciplines. This represents opportunity for rigorous review and inclusion of gray literature in 

research and scholarly information, simulating a peer review process. Systematic reviews ensure 

literature synthesis be transparent, reproducible, and unbiased (Armstrong, Hall, Doyle, & 

Waters, 2011).  

The sheer volume of gray literature plays a role in its relationship to peer-reviewed 

scientific literature and can be problematic in quality, discovery, preservation and access 

(Corlett, 2011). Arguments in support of gray literature too often rely on the fact that this 

information is available in addition to published literature and it is often openly available to 

practitioners and researchers in the field. A common criticism of gray literature is that it is not 

peer reviewed and difficult to assess (Paez, 2017), but that perspective varies from discipline to 

discipline and is changing (Cooper, Marsolek, Riegelman, Farrell, & Kelly, 2019). There are 

reasons gray literature is difficult to analyze, including the range of avenues for disseminating 

information quickly, in entirely different formats that include reports, evaluations, pre-print 

publications, conference presentations, standards documents, blogs, and social media.  

Additionally, discovery of topic-appropriate gray literature can be challenging outside of 

academic databases, which often provide reliable search functionality and sometimes tools for 

analysis like the Hathi Trust Research Center. Effective discovery is often difficult in non-
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academic repositories and databases (e.g., governmental databases) and in addition, analytical 

research tools are absent entirely. Institutional repository infrastructure is often not capable of 

providing robust access at scale or tools for analysis for the wide array of held content, 

comprised of gray literature (Farace & Schöpfel, 2010).  

Gray literature has always existed and remains central to inquiry, including primary 

source research. For example, the Joel L. Morrison collection at the Library of Congress 

exemplifies gray literature’s positive value to the research lifecycle. This is a “collection of gray 

literature and white papers from 1963 to 2001 by cartographic and geographic experts from 

around the world.” These papers help address the development of computerized geographic 

information systems and include notes, marginalia, and other documents relating to Morrison’s 

work as editor for Annals of the Association of American Geographers (Morrison, 1963). 

Primary source, archival research is no different from other gray literature analysis in that it can 

often be tedious, difficult work with few tools to help with research at scale. Without validation 

like peer review, gray literature can be viewed as a negative influence by academics who reached 

professional maturity by traditional publishing methods (Van Noorden, 2014). 

Even with effective discovery and intellectual control over gray literature, practical 

research methods like computational text analysis can be difficult. Standard formats like PDFs 

and other text documents can be analyzed alongside traditional publishing methods like journal 

articles and books. There are automation-focused tools that are emerging to help with this kind of 

analysis, like litsearchr, which is an R-based package that helps “systematic search strategy 

development by partially automating keyword selection and writing Boolean search strings” 

(Grames, Stillman, Tingley & Elphick, 2019). This is evidence that the criticism of gray 

literature’s value in research is based more on difficulties in including it in research methods (i.e. 

systematic) than lack of authority. 

Despite certain long-standing, negative attitudes toward gray literature, it is hard to argue 

against its relevance. A survey in 2019 with 171 responses targeted 8 disciplines, ranging from 

health sciences (46 responders, 7.7%) to business (4 responders, 1%). Respondents from all 

fields “heavily” used gray literature (Cooper, Marsolek, Riegelman, Farrell, & Kelly, 2019). 

Conference papers topped the list of types of gray literature used (113 responders), followed by 

technical reports (94 responders) and government documents (84 responders). No significant 

relationship between effective discovery of gray literature and a given discipline was found. 
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The health sciences embrace the role of gray literature as positive and rely on it in 

systematic reviews. This includes public health information and data gathered from 

governmental agencies and health industry. A rigorous citation study in Grey literature citations 

in top nursing journals: a bibliometric study compared citations within 6 high ranking journals to 

determine the number of gray literature appearances. 1,467 articles published in these journals 

yielded a total of 52,116 citations. Gray literature comprised 5,399 of these citations at 10.4% 

with a range of 6.7% to 16.8% of citations across journals (Woods, Phillips & Dudash, 2020). 

An average of 3.7 gray literature citations per article suggested consensus on the value of this 

data to inform the ethically-driven sector of the health sciences.  

Negative effects during active participant action research in some disciplines do happen. 

Psychology is a field where selective reporting practices have ethical consequences (Cairo, 

Green, Forsyth, Behler, & Raldiris, 2020). Gray literature can create echo-chambers in certain 

kinds of research. Due to the constant flow of information, skepticism of its value and can affect 

the research outcomes. The impact is positive if gray literature is included in research and 

validated in context with peer-reviewed research (Cooper, Marsolek, Riegelman, Farrell, & 

Kelly, 2019). In research methodologies, details matter, which is why systematic reviews provide 

a beneficial framework.   

Systematic literature reviews represent a formalized way to include information from 

gray literature. Common in the health sciences, systematic reviews are a type of literature review 

that uses rigorous frameworks and methods to collect secondary data and critically appraise 

research. It is an exhaustive summary of current literature, including gray literature (Medicine, I. 

o., 2011) and offers a type of peer review. These reviews are increasingly being used beyond the 

health research sciences, with methodologies being applied to other research domains like 

economics and the social sciences (Armstrong, Hall, Doyle, & Waters, 2011). Systematic 

reviews are frequently scoped to include gray literature, which can be as high as 10% of a study 

(Armstrong, Hall, Doyle, & Waters, 2011). This provides an opportunity to critically assess 

information in gray literature.  

One of the 5 stages of systematic reviews is extraction of relevant data. This is difficult 

for gray literature such as conference presentations, web archives, these, dissertations and non-

published data sets. These types of data make for tedious and challenging discovery and 

extraction (Mering, 2018). It is compounded by disparate repository and publication locations. 
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Just because information is difficult to extract and analyze doesn’t reduce its value or potential 

impact though. With the proliferation of digital communication, excluding anything outside of 

journals and books avoids certain realities as to the modern research environment. Under the 

“New York definition,” material from “all levels of government, academics, business and 

industry in print and electronic formats” provide data from publicly funded research. Along with 

white papers, gray literature is now understood to be anything available outside of journals and 

books. It now includes tweets, blogs and even satellite and atmospheric data (Myska & Savelka, 

2013).  

Finally, social media networks represent a net positive in the sharing of knowledge and 

scholarly information. Platforms like Google Scholar, ResearchGate, and LinkedIn topped the 

list of users in the sciences in 2014 (Van Noorden, 2014). They were less favored by researchers 

in the humanities and social sciences, but their use is now increasing (Cooper, Marsolek, 

Riegelman, Farrell, & Kelly, 2019). Issues with validating research output, claims, and assertions 

still face traditional gray literature problems, but these platforms offer contextual information 

about the researchers. They also provide filtering and discovery tools to help find information the 

user can trust (Van Noorden, 2014). 

In summary, recent publications reveal the positive value of gray literature. Health and 

social sciences research rely on government data, white papers, and emerging early studies in 

private industries (Woods, Phillips & Dudash, 2020). This trend will continue with collective, 

technological expansion. With proliferation of this much information and data, tools for 

discovery, context and analysis will be required. Systematic reviews represent a promising set of 

methodologies to incorporate gray literature across disciplines for research. Information 

environments like social media platforms and conference proceedings will continue to represent 

challenge. Brevity, speed, and often lack of contextual information is not enough to discount the 

value of gray literature in the future. With proper tools for gathering intellectual control, 

facilitating effective discovery and analysis, gray literature’s value will only increase.  
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15. Peer Review in Open Access Journals 
 

Michael Bouklas 

 

The open access movement has gained much traction, becoming more popular as 

researchers turn away from conventional, but restrictive journals. Open access is not without 

detractors, however; its peer review process has been called into question by detractors. 

Although peer review helps maintain high standards and rigor for scholarly articles, detractors of 

open access claim that its peer review is less rigorous than in traditional publishing and therefore 

does not adequately prevent flawed research from being published. Great strides have been taken 

over the past few years to strengthen peer review for open access publishing, however, and there 

are many viable options for supporting peer review in open access publishing and ensuring 

validity and rigor in research methods.  

One concern about the validity of open access publishing comes from the idea of 

“predatory publishing”. In a traditional journal, the costs of running the journal come from the 

high subscription fees that the publisher charges for institutions to access their body of research. 

Because open access is free to all readers, they have a different pricing model where the costs are 

burdened on the author, who must pay a fee in order to have their article published. While this 

can be necessary to keep the open access journal running, some publishers and editors have taken 

advantage of this, undermining the whole system. When an author sends a manuscript to one of 

these predatory publishers, they subject the paper to little or no peer review or editing, pushing it 

through so they can collect the fee for practically no work. This leads to very little oversight over 

the published materials in these journals, which introduces flawed and misleading research into 

the world and makes it more difficult for readers to know if the articles they are reading really 

are valid or not (Bowman, 2014). To expose how problematic this can be, Bohannon (2013) 

wrote a hoax article under a false name from a non-existent university and submitted it to 304 

open access journals. Despite the obvious flaws and poor science, 157 journals accepted his 

paper with minimal to no revisions, showing a clear disregard for the peer review process. This 

predatory behavior gives open access a bad name and makes it harder for legitimate articles to be 

taken seriously when published openly. 
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The existence of predatory publishing demonstrates the need for transparency in peer 

review. If the peer reviewers’ comments were presented clearly and openly for all readers to see, 

then they could judge for themselves if the editing process was useful and effective, and if they 

should trust the validity of the research. One study demonstrates that journals that are more 

transparent about their peer review process are more likely to have higher quality peer review 

and adhere to more rigorous standards (Wicherts, 2016). Wicherts also found that journals that 

lacked transparency in their peer review process were much more likely to accept and publish 

hoax papers (2016).  

The quality of peer review is something that also needs to be considered when looking at 

a paper. Peer review itself is not helpful if it is poor quality; it must be worthwhile and practical 

in order to provide useful feedback to the author(s), but this is not always the case. One study 

found that while most peer review comments do provide useful feedback and lead to changes 

that improve the final paper, some reviewers focused on minor or irrelevant changes that caused 

a negative impact on the final paper (Hopewell et al., 2014). Furthermore, they found that the 

peer reviewers in general failed to comment at all about significant problems in reporting 

methods and results of randomized trials (Hopewell et al., 2014). Peer review is only a tool that 

aids in the process of publication, and like any tool, it is only as strong as the user. By increasing 

transparency, readers can judge for themselves how high the quality of peer review is for an 

article, and having this information on display promotes higher quality review as the reviewers 

know that their comments will be read by all.  

Transparency also ensures that criticism will be not only useful, but also appropriate. 

Tone and language can be important factors in peer review; if a reviewer comes across as rude or 

condescending, the author might not respond well to that criticism and they may not be open to 

using that feedback properly if it feels like an attack. Using politeness strategies in the peer 

review process can lead to more positive, well-written feedback that is more likely to be taken 

into consideration by the author (Nobarany & Booth, 2015). Transparency in peer review will 

lead to more reviewers considering tone and language because when the public can access these 

reviews, the reviewers will likely use more polite language to avoid drawing criticism of their 

own from the public.  

To increase transparency and ensure high quality of peer review, many researchers are 

exploring a new model of peer review known as open peer review (OPR). In this model, reviews 
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are easily accessible alongside the paper and more reviews can be submitted throughout the life 

of the published paper. Unlike traditional peer review, where the names of the reviewers are 

often kept hidden, OPR encourages open identities in order to keep the reviewers accountable. 

OPR can also involve the manuscript of a paper being released publicly to help it quickly gain 

peer review comments from all over the world, as well as having the added benefit of bypassing 

some of the slow publishing process and getting their results out faster in the world (Ross-

Hellauer, 2017). The idea of open peer review solves many of the problems that detractors of 

open access have in regards to peer review. Because reviews are visible and continue to be sent 

in over the lifetime of the paper, the author can revise their work as needed and the reader can 

easily determine if the paper is trustworthy and valid.  

Another benefit of open access is that is supports the idea “soundness-only” policy, in 

which an article is judged only for its rigor and quality while relevance, significance, and novelty 

and not taken into account. Many well-researched and valid articles are rejected by traditional 

publishers because they may not be deemed relevant or interesting enough for publication, given 

the limited number of articles that are published in a traditional journal each year. In open access 

publishing, it is easier to accommodate rigorous research that might not otherwise be “novel” 

enough to be included in an exclusive journal. As such, judging an article by soundness only is a 

useful way to ensure that research is examined for its quality rather than any other, more 

arbitrary criteria. However, while this is promising in theory, research suggests that in reality, it 

is not so easy to ignore personal biases when reviewing and article, and many reviewers will still 

reject articles due to relevancy, significance, and novelty despite ostensibly supporting a 

soundness-only policy (Spezi et al. 2018). Still, soundness-only is a useful ideology in open 

access and can help more specialized and narrow research become published when they would 

get passed over in more traditional publishing. Combined with open peer review and high 

transparency, soundness-only policy can help increase the validity and rigor of open access 

research. 

 Open peer review is slowly gaining traction, but has yet to become widespread in its use. 

One study found that in Spain, the majority of responders had little to no prior knowledge about 

OPR, though they generally had positive feelings towards it once explained (Segado-Boj et al., 

2018). In that study, some respondents also felt that resistance to open criticism in Spanish 

culture could be a roadblock to open peer review, as a culture that avoids public criticism would 
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likely be averse to the idea of peer review reports being openly published for the world to see 

(Segado-Boj et al., 2018). This study focused only on contributors to Spanish journals and had a 

heavy leaning towards social science researchers compared to those in “hard” science fields, 

which may not show the whole picture. Still, it is valuable insight concerning the acceptance of 

open peer review. A more robust study with much larger sample size found that the majority of 

responders support open peer review, especially in the science, technology, engineering, and 

math (STEM) fields (Ross-Hellauer et al. 2017). Even if it may not be widespread yet, open peer 

review appears to be supported by a majority of researchers and it is only a matter of time until it 

becomes more accepted as an alternative to more traditional peer review, given all of its benefits 

and support of open access.  

 Despite its many benefits, open peer review still has some difficulties. One challenge is 

that many current databases and repositories that are widely used are not adequately designed for 

open peer review and would require some significant changes to be able to accommodate open 

reviews, especially if they continue to be added during the lifetime of the paper. There are 

currently designs for the implementation of open peer review modules that can be integrated into 

existing repositories to accommodate the major necessary changes that would be necessary for 

open peer review such as open reviews and open participation. These designs show promise and 

once refined, may help OPR see more widespread use (Perakakis et al., 2017).  

 Peer review can be a complex topic, especially when it comes to open access journals, 

and it continues to be a barrier to open access becoming fully embraced by the community at 

large. There are methods to ensure the validity and rigor of peer review, however, including 

greater transparency in peer review, soundness-only policy, and open peer review. The 

emergence of open peer review in general is a promising avenue for creating transparency and 

eliminating the risk of predatory publishers in open access. If the community can accept open 

review, as it already seems willing to, then that may be the last major hurdle before open access 

publishing is the norm, allowing easier access of scholarly information to all.  
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16. Establishing Trust in the Peer Review 

System Going Forward 
 

Colin Campbell 

 

 A variety of technology- and industry-related advancements in scholarly publishing have 

led to changes in peer review. Historical criticisms and the new publishing landscape demand 

changes so that the system of peer review can serve its main purpose, ensuring that readers can 

trust the articles they are reading. Many journals have adjusted their peer review process, but 

there is little uniformity in those that have abandoned or altered the traditional peer review 

process. It is integral to scholarly communication that the peer review system can be trusted to 

maintain the integrity of what is published. Steps must be taken to maintain and enhance trust in 

the peer review system: uniform standards and transparency of peer review, professional and 

information-driven reviewers, and readers using their available resources to discern what articles 

to trust. 

 Traditional peer review has been criticized for inconsistency in its quality control 

practices and for the process through which it puts writers. Ideally peer review would be a 

mechanism to make sure that good, well-researched work can be disseminated reasonably 

quickly to further discourse within a discipline, but many writers have found the peer review 

experience to be “lacking in rewards, slow to return, inconsistent and occasionally open to fraud 

and bad behaviour” (Tattersall, 2015, p. 650). The human aspect of peer review allows the 

potential for bias. Lack of incentives for reviewers leads to slow and inconsistent work, and there 

is little accountability because there are not enough reviewers to allow editors to easily replace 

them (Sciullo & Duncan, 2019). Studies have shown that scholars believe that peer review is an 

imperative part of scholarly communication, with 93% of scholars agreeing that it is necessary, 

but only 32% of scholars believe that the system is as good as it can be (Spezi et al., 2018, p. 

139).  

 The current publishing landscape contributes additional hurdles for the development of 

peer review. Large commercial publishers have commodified scholarly communication, and 

monetary incentives threaten the goal of unbiased peer review; pressure to establish a journal as 
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high impact can lead editors and reviewers to accept work that is novel and controversial instead 

of objectively evaluating the quality of the article (Teixeira da Silva, 2019). Along with the 

financial developments in the scholarly communication, technology-related developments have 

overburdened the system of peer review. The development of the web as a platform for scholarly 

communication has led to a globalization of research, and the amount of research produced each 

year is climbing by about 3% per year (Spezi et al., 2018, p. 139). The increase in research is 

compounded by the necessity to publish work rapidly, both for the benefit of advancing 

information and to avoid the possibility of impropriety and research being stolen, and adds 

pressure to an already overwhelmed system. Web development has also increased the number of 

articles that can be published by eliminating page limits. Increases in volume, both of research 

being produced and articles being published, poses the risk of valuable articles being harder to 

find in the sea of subpar articles. 

 Because of the historical criticisms of traditional peer review and the increased volume of 

research and articles being put forward, many journals have made choices to adjust their 

practices. Open-access mega-journals strive to publish a massive number of articles rapidly. To 

accomplish this, many have altered pre-publication peer review to evaluate only the soundness of 

an article in an attempt to eliminate subjectivity in reviewing and to allow the community of 

readers to gauge the value of an article. This system, in theory, would not evaluate the novelty or 

importance of an article, although some amount of editorial discretion is needed to prevent these 

journals from being flooded with subpar work (Spezi et al., 2018). Even with editorial discretion, 

this system shifts the onus of judging an article’s importance on the readers after the article has 

been published, whether by citation counts or by a system of post-publication peer review.  

Social media and online platforms (e.g., Wikipedia and YouTube) have developed comment and 

revision systems that could have applications in scholarly communication, but they need to be 

further adjusted to be applied to scholarship (Tattersal, 2015; Xiao & Askin, 2012). 

 Open peer review increases transparency, discourages malicious reviewers, and 

potentially allows reviewers to be recognized for their contributions. Single- and double-blind 

peer review were developed to diminish the possibility of bias in the review process, but 

academic communities and the development of the internet have made it progressively easier for 

both the author and reviewer to identify each other (Sciullo & Duncan, 2019). In response to the 

issues of blind peer review, varying levels of open peer review have been suggested, ranging 
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from reviewers signing their reviews to the complete discourse between reviewer and writer 

being published. While some reviewers are hesitant to have their name attached to criticism, it 

adds accountability and credit for their work as reviewers.  

 The variety of systems of peer review put forth each have arguments for and against, and 

different disciplines require individualized processes to be successful. Articles published in the 

arts and humanities do not generate the same citations and interactions as the health sciences, so 

communal post-publication peer review cannot effectively touch many articles, leaving them 

reviewed to an unsatisfactory extent (Tattersall, 2015). A unilateral shift to a new method of peer 

review would not benefit every discipline, so utilizing several methods of peer review dependent 

on need is a path forward to ensure that every discipline has a process of quality control. 

 To establish trust among the academic community, there needs to be uniform standards 

and transparency to allow readers to evaluate the value and integrity of an article. One method of 

enforcing standards across the board would be a governing body. Organizations such as the 

Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) strive to establish standards to be followed, but they 

lack the authority to control whether publications choose to adhere to these standards or not 

(Sciullo & Duncan, 2019). These authoritative bodies could establish more trust among readers, 

but commercialized publishers have little incentive to buy into their standards.  

Readers trust prestigious, high-impact journals simply because of their reputation but 

cannot always describe what makes the review processes of these journals more authoritative 

(Edington, 2018). Transparency of the review process will allow the reader to better analyze if 

they find the review process to be sufficient. Lever Press, an open access journal, explicitly states 

their peer review standards and which method of peer review is used on individual articles 

(Edington, 2018). This allows the journal to use a variety of methods of peer review to best serve 

an article and allows the reader to discern whether the review was adequate or not. Edington 

(2018) speaks to a method put forward by scholars that would uniformly allow publications to be 

this transparent with their peer review processes by using buttons, like those of Creative 

Commons, to display the type(s) of peer review that an article has been subjected to (pp. 295-

297). The buttons, combined with explicit definitions of universal standards of types of peer 

review, would allow journals to use whichever model of peer review they choose for an article, 

while the reader would have resources to evaluate how thoroughly an article has been reviewed. 
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Earning the trust of the reader also entails displaying that reviewers should be trusted. 

Reviewers should ideally be reviewing to be collaborators in advancing their discipline, and it is 

the job of the editor to ensure that the discourse is collaborative, altruistic, and professional (Dali 

& Jaeger, 2018). Incentivizing and providing better training for reviewers is necessary to 

cultivate a collaborative community in the peer review system (Sciullo & Duncan, 2019). The 

criticism of traditional peer review, along with publishing and professional implications of 

reviewers, has caused some to question the motivation and expertise of peer reviewers. One 

study shows that 96% of reviewers surveyed say that they review to advance knowledge in their 

discipline, 70% review to keep up to date on information being published, 12% review because 

of promotion requirements, and 6% review for tenure requirements (Francis, 2013, p. 540). 

While these numbers are self-reported and limited one discipline, they show overwhelmingly 

that reviewers are acting altruistically to advance knowledge. Still, many scholars question the 

quality of reviewers, their motivations, and the quality of reviews they are producing, and 

perception of reviewers is not as high as it could be. 

 Because of the varying needs of separate disciplines, the existence of several different 

peer review systems is beneficial, but they should have unifying traits: transparency and 

standardization of peer review; training and cultivating constructive, professional reviewers; and 

readers and librarians displaying caution when discerning what is a valuable source. Whether 

supplementing traditional peer review, changing it altogether, or adding aspects to the process, 

journals should continue to explore models that might work to accomplish the goal of peer 

review: fair, professional quality control that allows new information to be disseminated in a 

reasonable amount of time while establishing trust among readers. A button system, as described 

by Edington (2018), accomplishes the goal of transparency and standardization of the review 

system without limiting journals to any singular method of peer review. Readers would be able 

to see the scrutiny through which these articles have gone and would be aware of articles that 

they may have to be more skeptical about. 

While this paper does not strive to argue between blind peer review and open peer 

review, there is a necessity for reviewers to be trained and incentivized to produce work that can 

be trusted. Reviewers unilaterally acting as professional collaborators, altruistically reviewing to 

advance their discipline, would serve to establish trust in reviewers. There are several ways to 

incentivize the improvement and training of reviewers, both monetarily and potentially through 
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reviewer bibliometrics. However, something must be done to combat the criticisms of reviewers 

that have come about: non-experts reviewing to make themselves more professionally attractive, 

malicious or non-constructive reviews, and reviewing and editorial choices being driven by the 

focus on bibliometrics for a journal. The system of peer reviewers cannot be trusted if the 

reviewers are not trusted. 

 Traditional pre-publication peer review is meant to ensure that illegitimate articles that do 

not advance information are not published. With a shift towards accelerating research being 

disseminated and technological advancements that allow for post-publication comments to be 

made on works, one cannot simply assume that any article they find is legitimate and well-

researched. The lack of standards across the different models of peer review, and scholarly 

publishing being commodified, inherently allows work that should not be published to be 

disseminated—both because of the system being overburdened and wanting to disseminate work 

quickly and because of more malicious practices (e.g., predatory publishing and fraudulent 

research). Readers must be responsible in discerning what sources to read, and librarians can be a 

valuable resource. 

 The peer review system is evolving, and there is not a singular method of peer review 

that accomplishes all that it is supposed to across all disciplines. While a variety of methods of 

peer review are being employed and explored, trust in the peer review system can be undermined 

further than it already was in the traditional peer review system. Establishing scholarly 

publishing-wide standards to be adhered to and transparency in the peer review process is 

essential for allowing readers to vet the articles they are reading. Reviewers, too, must be held to 

uniform standards to establish trust, which involves training, encouraging, and incentivizing 

reviewers to do the best work they can. Even with these steps to establish trust that reviewers and 

editors are striving to maintain the integrity of their journals, readers must display more caution 

than ever in discerning what articles are legitimate and valuable, going beyond the current 

system of trusting high-impact journals and articles. Each of these are integral to keeping the 

necessary trust in the peer review system as it changes and develops. 
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17. Professionalizing the Peer Review System 
 

Amatul Momin 

Introduction  

Scholarly peer review is both an essential and a central part of the publication process, in 

the field of scholarly communication. Peer review is supposed to serve many functions, 

including quality control as a screening mechanism, legitimation of scientific research and the 

self-regulation of scientific communities (Tennent, 2018). Despite the innovations in the research 

system, platforms, and services, the peer review system has come under a lot of criticism for its 

flaws. Sciullo and Duncan (2019) point out the need to professionalise peer review. Before 

addressing these criticisms, the first step would be to acknowledge the extent of the problems: 

reviews are often incoherent or incompetent, reviews lack constructive feedback, use of double-

blinded review is questionable in the online age, editors tend to be passive, and review process is 

typically slow (Sciullo & Duncan, 2019).  

 The lack of transparency in the peer review system leaves room for manipulation. Ideally, 

a single or double-blind peer review will reduce the possibility of bias, but experienced 

reviewers can recognize the work of well-known peers, especially when the number of authors 

publishing in that field is small (Thomas, 2018). Kulkarni (2016) cautions that “the confidential 

nature of the system could offer reviewers a sort of safety net for a less than thorough peer 

review, and reviewers might feel less accountable to provide their complete consideration to a 

paper” (p. 212). The author adds, if the journal editors fail to notice any problems in the review, 

there is hardly any chances that it might be discovered later. Xiao (2016) and Carroll (2018) both 

feel bias among reviewers hinders researcher’s motivation to grow. Reviewers may criticize 

methods and data they dislike, or laud methods and theories they prefer. Due to this bias, “many 

important discoveries have been neglected, rejected, or ignored” (Xiao, p. 1902). Francis (2013) 

wondered about the ability of some reviewers to critically review aspects of research they are 

unfamiliar with, such as quantitative statistics. Preston (2017) indicates that it takes 180 days to 

publish a peer-reviewed research article either due to lack of reviewers or the reviewers being 

overloaded. This makes peer reviewing slow and poor-quality. Sciullo and Duncan (2019) 
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criticize the amount of time journals take to review submissions. The authors ponder, “if one has 

to publish X number of articles for tenure, then without having multiple articles under review 

within a year or two of securing a tenure-track position, a scholar risks losing the job” (p. 253). 

Lastly, Diamandis (2017) and, Sciullo and Duncan (2019), speak from their personal experience 

that an editor never overrides poor reviews; and it is mostly because they (editors) do not usually 

read the submitted papers or the case of an article being ‘set up’ for failure by sending it to 

hostile reviewers.  

The peer review system is the gatekeeper of the quality and integrity of the scientific 

literature, among other mechanisms (Horbach & Halffman, 2018). Given that peer review comes 

in a wide variety of forms, there is a clear need for a systematic analysis of the system and the 

concerns underpinning them. If the peer review system is the gatekeeper of the scientific 

literature, then the peer reviewers are the gatekeepers of quality, value, and the potential impact 

it has on the publications. Peer reviewing can be a thankless job and it is difficult to find 

dedicated reviewers who are experts in the diverse fields to provide critical, unbiased feedback 

(Xiao, 2016; Diamandis, 2017). Several suggestions have been proposed to professionalize the 

peer review system, including incentivising reviewers to increase engagement with the review 

process, creating an open peer review system, providing training and continuing education to 

reviewers (Tennant, 2018; Thomas, 2018). In addition, certification for current and potential 

reviewers, setting a time period for completing reviews, and establishing professional peer 

review standards (Sciullo & Duncan, 2019).  

Suggestion 1: Incentives and rewards 

  The debate will continue about how the peer review system should be modified; however, 

as Thomas (2018) suggests better training and greater incentives for the reviewers can reduce the 

increasing scams and avoid the retraction of papers. Diamandis (2017) asks why would 

reviewers want to work for free for a journal that is making money? The author recommends, “if 

peer review will continue to be implemented, then, it should be considered as a 

business/contractual transaction between the journal and the reviewer” (p. 462). This leads to 

interested scientists (retirees or younger scientists) registering themselves in specific journals as 

paid reviewers, with specific expertise. These paid reviews will be timely, high quality, 

impartial, and will ease the current holdup in the review process. Tennant (2018) adds, “the 



 

121 

 

 

solutions directly tie in with developments in how to appropriately accredit effort from peer 

reviewers, such as how to include this work in hiring, promotion, and tenure processes, in which 

peer review is typically almost entirely absent” (p. 3).   

Malcom (2018) believes receiving appreciation from publishers, and recognition for their 

work from sites like Publons and ORCID ought to help. Publons was founded in 2013 to 

improve the speed and quality of peer review by offering service to academics to track 

publications, citation metrics, peer reviews, and journal editing work in a single, easy-to-

maintain profile. For peer reviewers, “Publons provides a way to get credit for their contributions 

(without breaking reviewer anonymity) in a format they can include in job and funding 

applications” (Johnston, 2015, p. 71). Like Publons, ORCID (Open Researcher and Contributor 

ID) is a unique identifying number assigned to individual researchers and is designed to track 

researchers through all their publications (Ferguson, Marcus & Oransky, 2014). Chabrol (2017) 

feels that honest efforts by the reviewers to judge the manuscripts happens only on merit basis, 

hence an initiative like Publons is hoping to change that.  

Suggestion 2: Providing training, continuing education, certification 

Like any good skill, good reviewing and editorial practices can be taught. According to 

Sciullo and Duncan (2019), “being a certified peer reviewer who has gone through some training 

on constructive feedback, the ethics of peer review, the history of peer review, and the role of 

peer review in public knowledge would be attractive on its own; this sort of training should count 

for professional development…” (p. 258). In a similar vein, Ware and Mabe (2015) propose 

certification of the peer review process at the article/ journal level through PRE (Peer Review 

Evaluation) - a service that is designed to support and strengthen the peer review process. 

Barroga (2020) suggests continuing education of researchers, reviewer education and 

training, and developing core competencies might help bridge gaps in an imperfect but crucial 

system. The author recommends using Publons as a database for potential reviewers, which will 

also provide training and orientation on core competencies of peer reviewing. Caroll (2018) is of 

the opinion that formal training might improve the quality and the speed of the peer review 

process.  

Suggestion 3: Open peer review (OPR) 
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The most commonly used types of peer review are single-blind and double-blind review. 

A new approach to dealing with the criticisms of these two types of peer review is the ‘open peer 

review’ approach. Hodonu-Wusu (2018) explains OPR has many benefits including “upholding 

the integrity of science, excluding invalid or low-quality research, ensuring control in scientific 

communication, filtering and determining the originality of the manuscript and improving the 

quality of research articles” (p. 1). According to Central (2017), open peer review is an initiative 

which allows for sharing the content and the reviewer names, in addition to enabling editors and 

reviewers to take credit for the work they put into this process. Ware and Mabe (2015) see open 

peer review as fair because “somebody making an important judgement on the work of others 

should not do so in secret” (p. 47); and reviewers will do an honest job at reviewing if their 

identity is known. Ross-Hellauer (2017) claims this open peer review concept has been proposed 

as a solution to some of the existing problems of the peer review system. The author feels this 

will bring greater transparency, flexibility, inclusivity and/or accountability to the process. 

Suggestion 4: Saving time  

In today’s Publish or Perish world, time is of essence. Sciullo and Duncan (2019) 

criticize the amount of time journals take to review submissions. The authors feel the turnaround 

period of reviewers could cost scholars their jobs too. Can technology make peer review faster 

and easier? Ware and Mabe (2015) suggest using online systems for faster publication times. The 

authors add that this online submission system can aid in the identification of reviewers, and also 

allows for plagiarism detection. Dali and Jaeger (2018) feel that in the Library and Information 

Science (LIS) field, turnaround times for reviewing articles can be anywhere from 2 weeks to 3 

months, but with journals using the online management systems, their turnaround times of 

review is anywhere from 2–4 weeks. According to Central (2017), the use of Artificial 

Intelligence (AI) in automated publishing would accelerate scientific communications. “When 

the time from submission to publication is measured in milliseconds, researchers can share their 

findings much faster” (p. 5) 

Suggestion 5: Establishing professional peer review standards  

Tennant (2018) believes, establishing professional standards of peer review aid in 

mitigating and tackling the potential issues of misconduct (and bias), and increasing 

transparency, accountability, and trust. Edington (2018) proposes an approach that will monitor 
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and enhance the transparency of the peer review system by a board or a committee. Tennant 

(2017) highlights that the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) provides advice to editors on 

how to handle cases of peer-review misconduct. The author suggests a professional body like 

COPE could be extended/used for providing “the basis for developing a formal mechanism for 

preventing, managing, and resolving misconduct that arises from reviewer identification” (p. 3). 

Sciullo and Duncan (2019) believe that peer review can be made more reliable, fair and 

professional, one of the ways is by setting up guidelines. Like Tennant (2017), the authors find 

the work of COPE admirable (p.261) but lacking enforcement mechanisms.  

Conclusion 

By using the above suggestions, improvements can be made in the peer review system. 

These improvements will help in creating best practices, building a culture of accountability, and 

establishing standards and code of conduct for a professional peer view. Responsibility of 

making this system better begins with each and every reviewer, with careful supervision of 

editors, and journals setting standards for fair and reasonable processes. However, implementing 

these suggestions can be difficult and there will be challenges to overcome.  

The pitfalls of implementing training is that “there is the uncertainty of having any 

positive effect on review quality if the training were cursory or not taken seriously by instructors 

or participants… and there is no current way to measure the effects of such training” (Sciullo and 

Duncan, 2019, p. 258). The services provided by Publons are not without controversy. Malcom 

(2018) cautions that “reviewers are not allowed to share the content of reviews (i.e. post the 

content to Publons) without permission from the editors and authors” (p. 385). Ferguson, 

Marcus, and Oransky (2014) note that even though this crediting system gives formal recognition 

to the reviewer’s work by linking peer review activity to their ORCID records, the system is 

open to unethical manipulations like any other verification system. Incentivizing the system will 

attract more reviewers and motivate them to do a better job. But, Sciullo and Duncan (2019) 

caution, the difficulty is in implementing a new funding model since not all journals are flush 

with cash. “And increasing costs would eventually lead to increases in subscription costs 

meaning that journals that did not pay reviewers or maintained open access would be more 

attractive to libraries and researchers” (p. 259). Open peer review comes with challenges of its 

own. According to Central (2017), “a junior scientist might not feel comfortable reviewing a 

more senior scientist’s work if they know that their name is going to be published alongside their 
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review” (p. 8). Or, if authors were not anonymized, would not we risk the problem of 

professional bias among reviewers who know each other? Would we risk ongoing feuds over 

poorly reviewed papers? COPE, which serves as a moral compass for publishing, urges journals 

to vet reviewers adequately (Ferguson et. al., 2014). According to the authors, this committee 

lacks authority to enforce its own advice, and has no guidance on the practice.  

Xiao (2016) attests it is difficult to find dedicated reviewers who are experts in the 

diverse fields to provide critical, unbiased feedback. Despite its biases, the author urges that the 

value and effectiveness of this scientific gatekeeping should not be undermined. The author 

quotes Peter Gilroy of the Journal of Education for teaching “…without a panel of referees 

prepared to share their professional expertise in helping colleagues to improve their work there 

would be no journal” (p.1902). Reviewers should receive substantial and sustainable incentives, 

and those who get recognition for their work are willing to put in the time and effort needed to 

do a quick and a comprehensive review. Barroga (2020) stresses on the need for continuing 

education of researchers and, reviewer education and training. Developing these core 

competencies might help bridge gaps in an imperfect but crucial system. The onus to 

professionalize this system lies with journals, authors, editors and reviewers. They have a 

“shared responsibility to sustain the professional and public trust in peer review, as a system of 

evaluation that is accurate, constructive, and free from bias” (Tumin & Tobias, 2019, p. 12). 
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18. Why Do Scholars Publish For Impact? 

An Examination of the ‘Publish or Perish’ 

Paradigm 
 

Griffin VanOstrand 

 

High-impact, subscription-based journals remain the premier driving force in the 

scholarly community, even though open access journals are increasingly popular venues for 

scholarly publishing. Partly to blame is academia’s ‘publish or perish’ culture which is 

characterized by either successfully publishing and gaining recognition for work or becoming 

and amounting to nothing. This culture forces researchers and scholars to continue the cycle of 

high impact publishing. This paper will explore the dynamics of publishing in high-impact 

journals, the complexities, and potential solutions moving forward. 

Alsheikh-Ali, Qureshi, Al-Mallah, and Ioannidis claim that one of the motivations to 

publish in high impact journals is that “the research that [high impact journals] publish has a 

pivotal role in the evolution of scientific investigation” (Alsheikh et al, 2011, p. 3). By this line 

of thinking, to get more important research into the community more quickly, it makes sense to 

try to go through the most efficient and widely known methods of communication. Higher 

impact journals have a high data availability and higher efficiency. In this case, high impact 

journals that heavily influence the scholarly community would be the prime choice. However, 

this holistic perception of publishing to further science is a romanticization. The ‘research for 

research’s sake’ is a noble cause, but it is unrealistic in practice. Just because a scholar works 

hard and does important research, it does not guarantee it will be published in a high impact 

journal. The ability to publish research in high-impact journals is not an instant nor an easy 

process. High-impact journals result in unnecessarily stressful competition in academia, which 

does not produce as much good work as it should.  

On a research level, this competition mentality creates the issue of quality versus 

quantity. Scholars sling dozens of papers at the high impact journals, hoping that with more 

content, their chances of being published increase. This results in poorer quality papers, as noted 

by both Davies and Felappi: “[the] pressure to publish may also encourage harmful pragmatic 
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strategizing,” as it disrupts the natural process of research by forcing scholars to train themselves 

to be successful in a landscape of high-impact publishing (Davies & Felappi, 2017, p. 747). 

Instead of taking careful and considerate time to thoroughly conduct research, scholars 

streamline their work. If there is a huge pool of papers to be picked from, working a long time to 

craft thorough and high-quality work wastes scholars' time and effort. The easier alternative is to 

sling waves upon waves of shoddy papers and have an equal, if not better chance of publication.  

Additionally, Sharman discusses how scholars should slide down the impact ladder by 

aiming for the journals with the highest impact and working downward. Sharman proposes that 

scholars should submit papers based upon megajournals' tactics of selecting papers ”only on the 

basis of the science being sound, not on their likely impact”  (Sharman, 2018, p. 330). This 

renders impactful research to be meaningless. It transforms research into video-game tactics of 

meaningless button mashing until something sticks, without care for the effort and substance 

being submitted.  

On an individual level, instead of scholars forging their own paths through academia, 

scholarly faculty, in particular, must follow a formula of publishing for high impact in order to 

sustain their careers. Miller reports in his research that out of 438 academic faculty, “[ 94.0 per 

cent] of the respondents reported that they experience pressure to publish in peer-reviewed 

journals (Miller, 200, p. 428). This is so deeply entrenched in the community that it warps the 

way scholars configure their lives. Academic faculty must increase their chances to be published 

by high-impact publications for their own self-preservation.  Sharman brings up the assumption 

in academia that “you think you will be judged solely on the journal your paper is in rather than 

the quality and actual impact of your work” (Sharman, 2015, p. 330). Academic faculty need to 

gain tenure and to keep their careers on track, which they must do through publishing in well-

known journals. In this way, they gain brand association but not pride in the impact or quality of 

their work. By publishing in well-known journals, they are gaining brand association, not pride 

in their work. Thus, not only does this system disregard the quality of scholars' work, it also 

disregards the impact the work itself has upon the community. This is a perversion of ‘research 

for the sake of research’ and it detracts the value of the hard work and the time dedicated by 

researchers. Academic faculty are not receiving the privilege of experiencing genuine, 

unpressured research. Indeed, for an untenured professor, publishing is not a choice, it is a tool 

for survival. 
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The discouragement of interdisciplinary work in scholarly publishing is not beneficial but 

inhibits progress. As Davies and Felappi note: “if you have two publishable ideas that are 

connected, and interestingly so, there is more pragmatic mileage from publishing them separately 

(Davies & Felappi, 2017, p. 748). Instead of making rich and memorable connections, 

researchers are forced to compartmentalize in order to increase chances of success. 

Specialization allows for deeper understanding and investigation in order to thoroughly 

understand a subject and its components. However, research that is hyper-specialized limits its 

own use because it can only be applied in a limited instances and disciplines. This narrow-

minded, indeed almost non-existent, regard for interdisciplinary research hinders the progress of 

academic research as a whole, because it leads to holes in research as understandings of the 

implications of research are limited to its original discipline.  

The publish or perish paradigm also neglects the other ways to be an effective academic 

other than publishing. Some of the most brilliant minds thrive in environments beyond research 

and publishing, like the classroom. As Miller states that “the effects of pressure to publish 

include heightened stress levels [and] the marginalization of teaching” (Miller, 2011, p. 422). 

Academic faculty feel like their teaching suffered as a result of being forced to publish because 

tying scholarly success to successfully publishing research detracts from academics' ability to be 

effective educators. A professor might be forced to withhold ideas because they must further 

their own uninspired and bland research. But those same ideas might inspire one of their students 

to be motivated to do groundbreaking research into the field. Scholarly faculty feel pressure from 

many directions; they are taught to fear failing humanity as a whole by not engaging in research, 

but they also fear failing their students by not being present enough in the classroom. These fears 

pile atop the fear of failing themselves by not gaining tenure because they were not 'productive 

enough' to the scholarly community. Unintentionally, scholarly faculty fail regardless because 

they participate and further the ‘publish or perish’ system. Their fears stem from the idea that, as 

Mengheni notes, “to not publish [is] to break the process of science and potentially inhibit 

progress” (Mengheni, 2012, p. 108). When phrased in such a fashion, the publish or perish 

paradigm evokes a sense of crushing pressure that academics personally are responsible for 

holding humanity back when they do not publish in high-impact publications. Academics are 

forced to be obsessed with being productive and proving their worth and if they fail, they feel 
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their failure as a personal disappointment, when, in fact, it is the failure of this publish or perish 

paradigm. . 

Still, quality research filled with passion, careful crafting, and dedication are more 

important than a series of mediocre papers. Academics, as a result of this ‘publish or perish’ 

culture, are forced to meet quotas instead of pursuing their actual ideas. To truly enjoy and 

further science, it should not be dragged out of desperate scholars, but freely given by invested 

researchers. High impact publishing quashes this freedom. Overbaugh admits, “publications are 

an important measure of success in science, and publications in top-tier journals are often highly 

prized for that reason,” (Overbaugh, 2018). Open access journals are working towards increasing 

accessibility and undoing the glorification of high impact and subscription-based journals. But 

one singular entity is not going to reverse an entire cultural structure. Publish or perish, sink or 

swim, pass or fail– this strictly black-and-white dichotomy is strangling academia.  
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19. Bias in Peer Review: An Exploration of 

the Best Review Models 
 

Meghan Provenzano 

 

Of the many steps in the scholarly publishing process, peer review is one of the most 

important and often one of the most criticized. Peer review functions as a critical layer of quality 

research control. Still it can be a flawed process. Bias for or against an author often leads to a 

disproportionate number of scholarly articles being published. Research demonstrates a variety 

of biases inherent in the current system. This paper explores these biases and the peer review 

models scholarly journals should consider implementing to best address them. 

Peer review is the process in which academic or professional work is submitted to 

academic journals for evaluation by others working in the same field. Peer reviewers assist a 

journal’s editor in deciding whether a submitted manuscript is deemed appropriate for 

publication. Peer reviewed journals rely on high-quality peer review to ensure work submitted 

for publication is of the highest standard possible. Ann Gregory and A. Robert Denniss (2019) 

state that the peer review process “allows journals….to reassure readers that only articles that are 

both credible and relevant are being published (p. 1149). In other words, peer review maintains 

the integrity of the academic and scientific community by filtering out misleading or poor quality 

articles.  

While all peer review is aimed at quality control, there are several ways in which 

reviewers can go about doing so. The three most common types are single-blind, double-blind 

and open review (Gregory and Denniss 2019, p. 1149). Much of the literature related to the 

different types of peer review agree there are pros and cons to each. Similarly, each type presents 

its own bias challenges.  

Single-blind peer review is the method in which reviewers know the identity of authors, 

but authors do not know the identity of reviewers. Some scholars, like Andrew Tomkins, Min 

Zhang and William Heavlin (2017), believe single-blind peer review is the most beneficial. 

Having conducted a study of four peer reviewers looking at the differences between single-blind 

review and double-blind review, the authors found that the single-blind reviewers were more 
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likely to bid on papers from top institutions and more likely to recommend acceptance for papers 

from famous authors compared to the double-blind reviewers (Tomkins, Zhang and Heavlin 

2017). Reviewers use the disclosed information about authors to make judgments for the 

betterment of journals.  

 Despite this finding, many scholars believe that single-blind review is riddled with bias. 

In the single-blind model, reviewers are privy to authors’ personal information such as name, 

race, gender, and institutional affiliation. When such personal information is presented to 

reviewers specific types of bias can arise. Alina Tvina, Ryan Spellecy and Anna Palatnik (2019) 

identify ad hominem bias and affiliation bias as two of the most common. Ad hominem bias 

refers to “a bias for or against a person based on personal jealousy, friendship, or sympathy for 

the author’s situation;” affiliation bias can be defined as “ a bias for or against an author because 

the author’s institution is regarded as prestigious or not” (Tvina, Spellecy and Palatnik 2019, p. 

1081). In both instances, reviewers are making judgements based on personal or learned 

knowledge of the author’s situation. This leads to opinions based on factors irrelevant to an 

author’s work rather than on the merit of the work itself.  

As the single-blind model is proven to present bias, it begs the question, what is the 

solution? Many scholars have debated about which method is the best alternative. Tvina, 

Spellecy and Palatnik (2019) offer an open review method as a possible solution. In open review, 

both the author and reviewer’s identities are known. Open review offers something single-blind 

review fails to: transparency. Tvina, Spellecy & Palatnik (2019) suggest an open peer review 

approach will “make reviewers more accountable, will allow reviewers to get credit where credit 

is due, and will add credibility to their comments” (p. 1082). Essentially, with open review, the 

idea is that reviewers will address any conflicts of interest that may lead to instances of bias. 

Additionally, reviewers are held responsible for any unfair judgments that could lead to 

retaliation from authors. However, like single-blind, open review is not a perfect peer review 

model either. As David Shaw (2015) states, while open review “has the advantage of making 

reviewers accountable, it nonetheless retains the problem that authors can still be biased against 

certain authors” (p. 894). Ultimately, there is not anything completely preventing bias when 

reviewers have knowledge of an author’s name, gender, race, etc.  

With doubts about both the single-blind and open review models, journals should turn to 

double-blind review as their preferred peer review method. In this model, neither the authors nor 
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the reviewers know each other’s identities. According to Shaw (2015), “The double-blind peer 

review system is regarded by some as the fairest model for all parties involved and is used by 

many journals'' (p. 894). Blinding reviewers to authors’ identities ensures that reviewers cannot 

be critical of an author on the basis of sex, race, institutional affiliation or publication record. 

Blinding the identities of reviewers to authors also has its advantages. Doing so ensures that 

“reviewers can give an honest assessment of the manuscript without fear of retaliation, in 

particular if the author is a senior and influential figure in the field” (Shaw 2015, p. 894). The 

double-blind method directly addresses the issues found in single-blind and open review. 

As previously mentioned, authors may face bias based on their gender. In particular, 

women authors are more likely to receive bias over their male counterparts. Using data from 

Frontiers journals, Markus Helmer, Manuel Schottdorf, Andreas Neef and Demian Battaglia 

(2017) found that women are underrepresented in the peer review process. According to the 

authors, Frontiers journals usually discloses the identities of peer reviewers and editors (Helmer, 

Schottdorf, Neef and Battaglia 2017, p.1). After analyzing a data set that included the names of 

nearly 178,000 editors, reviewers and authors, Helmer, Schottdorf, Neef and Battaglia (2017) 

found that “overall there are numerically less female than male authors, reviewers and editors 

(39%, 30% and 28% out of all available authors, reviewers and editors, respectively, were 

women…)” (p. 2). Additional analysis shows that on average male editors were more likely to 

pick male reviewers, while female editors were more likely to pick other women. Helmer has 

been quoted stating, “The quality of work is not determined by gender. So if gender is impacting 

which reviewers are chosen, that means journals are not getting the highest-quality reviewers” 

(Ross 2017). Gender bias is an instance where reviewers are, again, judging an author’s work on 

something that is not relevant to the work itself. 

Double-blind review can be looked to as a possible solution for gender bias. A study was 

conducted by researchers of all papers published in the journal, Behavioral Ecology, between 

1997 and 2005. The journal first introduced double-blind peer review in 2001. Researchers found 

that in the four years following the implementation of double-blind review, “there was a 7.9% 

increase in the proportion of papers with a female first author” (Budden et al. 2008, p. 5). When 

an author’s gender is blinded to reviewers, there is a higher chance for female authored papers to 

be accepted. While some scholars are quick to criticize double-blind review on account that 

authors can easily be identified even after blinding personal information, Budden et al. (2008) 
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notes that “the more compelling issue is whether double-blind review makes a difference” (p. 6). 

The impact of double-blind review on female authors is indeed a big one. As Budden et al. 

(2008) points out: 

If females are less successful in publishing research on account of their gender, then 

given the current practices associated with appointment and tenure, and the need for 

women dramatically to out compete their male counterparts to be perceived as equal, any 

such publication bias impedes the progress of women to more advanced professional 

stages. (p. 6) 

 In other words, the success of female authors can go beyond the realms of publication. Success 

in publication can lead to a domino effect of successes on one’s professional track. The double-

blind peer review model proves to be successful for women authors, certainly helping that first 

domino fall.  

 Peer review is a crucial part of the scholarly publishing process. Without it, journals 

cannot filter out misleading information or poor-quality research. However, no matter how 

important it is, peer review is not a flawless system. There are many types of biases–either for or 

against an author–that can impede fair review. Many journals use models like single-blind and 

open review, which allow reviewers the knowledge of an author’s name, race, gender and 

institutional affiliation. Armed with these details, reviewers are more likely to make judgements 

based on factors irrelevant to the work under review. The double-blind method, on the other 

hand, blinds reviewers to such personal information, allowing them to make decisions solely on 

the merit of the work itself. For a system so essential to the publishing process, it is important for 

journals to implement the fairest review model to ensure credible, high-quality review. 
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20. Trusted Digital Repositories 
 

Lisa Dallessandro 

 

 The debate regarding which qualities make a trusted digital repository is complex, 

encompassing a broad range of participants and interests. Numerous standards and accrediting 

organizations have developed to define the meaning of “trusted.” The willingness of scholars to 

archive their works and librarians to serve as stewards are crucial aspects. This paper will argue 

that researchers must further investigate the efficacy of standards in promoting trust in digital 

repositories among scholars and librarians.  

 In 2002, the Research Libraries Group (RLG) and (OCLC) published a report about what 

constitutes a trusted digital repository (RLG & OCLC, 2002). This report recommends 

examination and distribution of information about the relationship between digital preservation 

and intellectual property rights (RLG & OCLC, 2002). Also, it advised devising methods for 

approving DRs (RLG & OCLC, 2002). Its focus was more on licensing software and less on 

publishers (RLG & OCLC, 2002). Furthermore, it fails to address plagiarism or whether faculty 

should be able to publish simultaneously in both a repository and a journal. Finally, it does not 

consider quality control measures, such as peer review. Whether such certification of repositories 

matters to faculty considering self-archiving is unclear. Since this report, studies demonstrate 

that concerns such as copyright persist.  

 The trend in recent studies is that faculty have “low participation rates” in digital 

repositories (DRs) (Lercher, 2014, p. 408). Less than half of faculty at three Ghanaian 

universities “were aware and used repositories” (Dadzie & van der Walt, 2015, p. 63). 

A study at the University of North Texas found that graduate students were more aware of the 

UNT Digital Library than faculty (Waugh, Hamner, Klein, & Brannon, 2015). In another study, 

40.1% of respondents indicated awareness of their university IRs, and only “a small proportion 

of faculty deposit articles or data into IRs” (Kim, 2011, p. 246). A survey of faculty at University 

California Northridge indicated that just 7.7% deemed the library a potential way of increasing 

access to their works (Kutay, 2014). The same survey showed that 62.5% of faculty respondents 

did not know how librarians enable discovery, access, preservation, and description (Kutay, 
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2014). Similarly, unfamiliarity with the repository was a barrier for the faculty of Orange Grove 

and Wisc-Online (Xu, 2015). 

 This is an important problem because without scholarship, DRs cannot exist or have any 

value (Waugh, Hamner, Klein, & Brannon, 2015). In turn, it poses a challenge for academic 

libraries that are more often required to prove their value to institutional stakeholders and their 

effect on institutional missions (Waugh et al., 2015).  

 Scholars have proposed several theories to address the lack of faculty participation. One  

is the UTAUT, the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (Xu, 2015). UTAUT 

borrows features of eight models and makes them into seven dimensions: “performance 

expectancy, effort expectancy, social influences, facilitating conditions, attitude toward using 

technology, self-efficacy, and anxiety” (Xu, 2015, p. 36). Performance expectancy, social 

influences, facilitating conditions, and effort expectancy are “key direct determinants of user 

acceptance and usage behavior” (Xu, 2015, pp. 36-37). The study omitted certification of 

repositories as a factor. 

 Another theory categorizes benefit factors, cost factors, and contextual factors (Kim, 

2007). The benefits factors include accessibility, publicity, professional acknowledgment, the 

good effect of self-archiving on tenure and promotion, and altruism (Kim, 2007). The cost 

factors include publishers’ policies prohibiting self-archiving, and time and effort to self-archive 

(Kim, 2007). The contextual factors are as follows: pre-print culture, trust of readers, influence 

of other actors, the involvement of a grant-awarding body, and university or department actions 

(Kim, 2007). Like the UTAUT theory, it did not mention certification of repositories. This 

omission raises questions concerning the relevance of certification. 

 The Report advocates for the examination and dissemination “about the complex 

relationship between digital preservation and intellectual property rights” (OCLC & RLG, 2002, 

p. 38). Researchers have subsequently identified these as obstacles to storage of works in digital 

repositories. For instance, a study identified copyright concerns as a major impediment to faculty 

use of digital repositories (Kim, 2007). Several years later, a survey of Carnegie-doctorate 

granting institutions illustrated that copyright was a more important issue for contributors to IRs 

(institutional repositories) than non-contributors (Kim, 2011). One study showed that about two-

thirds of responding faculty were worried about the possibility of others modifying their work 

without their knowledge and consent (Abrizah, 2009). In the same study, over seventy percent of 
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participants expressed concern about publishers possessing the copyright of previously published 

works (Abrizah, 2009). Others articulated a concern that if they placed their materials in the 

University’s repository, they would be prohibited from publishing elsewhere (Abrizah, 2009).  

 In another example, respondents in a survey at Northridge communicated concern about 

attribution (76.4%) and copyright violations (72.2%) (Kutay, 2014). Similarly, participants in a 

study at the University of North Texas were particularly stalwart about contributing research to a 

repository created especially for data (Waugh et al., 2015). They feared that others would create 

materials at their expense or publish based on their data (Waugh et al., 2015). 

 The Report recommended the creation of systems that facilitate preservation for the long-

term (RLG & OCLC, 2002). This directly addresses an issue for faculty members. In a survey of 

academics at a university of Malaysia, over sixty percent of faculty expressed concern that their 

work may not be preserved in the long term (Abrizah, 2009). Long-term preservation was the 

most significant reason faculty gave for depositing work in the repository in the study of 17 

Carnegie-doctorate granting universities (Kim, 2011). Here, participants believed that university 

libraries were committed to long-term preservation of academic works in IRs (Kim, 2011).  

 Simultaneously, though, many acknowledged the problems associated with long-term  

preservation (Kim, 2011). One professor articulated doubts about the IR’s capability to satisfy  

this promise because of the library’s lack of money and personnel (Kim, 2011). Another 

professor added that the development of IRs occurred without comprehending scholars’ motives 

for using or not using this technology (Kim, 2011). Furthermore, this professor claimed IRs were 

less understood and less adaptable than web pages (Kim, 2011). In another study, 66.2% of 

participants expressed concern about the “long-term feasibility of the repository” (Abrizah, 2009, 

p. 30). Such responses demonstrate the need for repositories to prove their commitment to long-

term preservation (Kim, 2011). 

 Some faculty have acted independently of their institutions to preserve their data, 

highlighting the need for promotion of library services (Kutay, 2014). For example, a survey of 

faculty at Northridge showed 80.8% were worried about digital preservation (Kutay, 2014). Most 

utilized preservation methods, such as storing files in another folder (37.5%) on their computers 

or external storage media (42.2%) (Kutay, 2014). The researcher notes that these measures fail to 

sufficiently remedy broken hardware, damage resulting from a catastrophe, or obsolescence 

(Kutay, 2014). The study recommended that librarians promote use of their cloud service for  
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maintenance of their works (Kutay, 2014). 

 On the other hand, proper communication of information about issues such as copyright  

and preservation promotes trust and positive reception of DR (Kyriaki-Manessi, Koulouris, 

Giannakoploulos, & Zervos, 2013). When the Library of TEI of Athens created its Institutional 

Repository, it made particular efforts to inform and engage them (Kyriaki-Manessi et al., 2013). 

The study determined that the letters sent by Library, Deans, and Institute President to faculty 

“worked as reminders” and helped them to comprehend the project (Kyriaki-Manessi et al., 

2013, p. 782). Additionally, letters from the legal department and copyright clearance services 

through SHERPA reassured faculty that intellectual property rights would be respected (Kyriaki-

Manessi et al., 2013). 

Consequently, 52% of faculty asserted they would self-archive if they had instructions; 

82% of faculty expressed a willingness to attend either a 10-minute or 15-minute self-archiving 

session (Kyriaki-Manessi et al., 2013). Other researchers have noted, “It is only through 

promotion” that faculty learn of digital repositories and recommend “training” (Dadzie & van 

der Walt, 2015, p. 65). In another study, the copyright policies of Orange Grove and Wisc-

Online enabled faculty use of LORs as they clearly set out who could use the repository and how 

it could be used (Xu, 2015).  

Faculty’s knowledge and perceptions of the library and staff as a potential partner are  

other issues. Only 25% of faculty contemplated involving librarians in their digital collection 

development, as opposed to consulting colleagues (62.5%) or web resources (37.5%) (Kutay, 

2014). The same study suggested the creation of policy and processes to develop digital 

collections (Kutay, 2014). It also recommended marketing of services and outreach to faculty 

(Kutay, 2014). For example, libraries should offer services specifically addressing preservation 

(Kutay, 2014). Librarians must present themselves as potential collaborators, working with  

faculty to address content management and access to research (Kutay, 2014).  

 A study of librarians in India likewise showed a strong correlation between the librarians’ 

involvement in workshops or seminars and their awareness and usage of DRS (Kampa & Patra, 

2020). It found that slightly over fifty percent of participants who have been involved in 

workshops or seminars are utilizing DRs regularly (Kampa & Patra, 2020). 

According to a study at Library of TEI of Athens, “a long history of mistrust” contributed 

to faculty’s reluctance to deposit their works in DRs (Kyriaki-Manessi et al., 2013, p. 778). In 
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addition, this mistrust persisted as 18% asserted they would trust the person who collects them to 

deposit the work, and 17% would give their works to the library (Kyriaki-Manessi et al., 2013). 

This is low compared to the 52% expressed a willingness to self-archive, indicating trust is still a 

problem (Kyriaki-Manessi et al., 2013). Perhaps, as the researchers suggested, the repository 

could be “the vehicle to rebuild trust to the Library” (Kyriaki-Manessi et al., 2013, p. 784). This  

study illustrates the importance of relationships and trust between faculty and librarians to a  

functioning repository. 

 The same study in India also demonstrated that librarians’ educational credentials 

correlate with the extent of awareness and usage of open source DRS such as EPrints, GSDL, 

and Fedora (Kampa & Patra, 2020). For instance, 38.4% of participants with a PhD have utilized 

EPrints, compared to 15.5% of those with the MLIS degree and 6.1% of those with the MPhil 

degree (Kampa & Patra, 2020). In another example, 11.6% of participants with a PhD, 8.5% of 

participants with an MPhil, and 12.6% of participants with an MLIS, use GSDL on a regular 

basis (Kampa & Patra, 2020).  

Another study of perceptions of the Digital Collections and Institutional Repository at the 

University of North Texas further demonstrates the need for investigation into the impact of 

educational credentials on awareness and usage of DRs (Waugh, Hamner, Klein, & Brannon, 

2015). Graduate students were more likely to be aware of the repository than either faculty or 

staff (Waugh et al., 2015). They were also twice as likely to articulate a willingness to place 

academic works in the repository (Waugh et al., 2015).  

 These findings suggest that scholars should pay more attention to the academic 

qualifications of those who use or do not use DRs. Another implication is that graduate schools 

should make more of an effort to incorporate DRs into both their syllabi and practical 

experiences for future librarians. An additional study of the reasons behind students’ willingness 

to deposit works in the repository at North Texas, such as marketing and promotion in course 

syllabi, would be useful. Outreach by institutions has been neglected by the ISO, highlighting the  

disconnect between the international standards and institutional practice. 

 Therefore, a disparity exists between the guidelines of ISO and institutional practice. 

Though well-intentioned, the ISO fails to sufficiently address issues such as copyright, quality, 

and outreach.  
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21. Supporting Open Access 
 

Colin Gordon 

 

Access to subscription-based scholarly journals has become cost-prohibitive for libraries 

and for the researchers they serve.  In an era of stagnant or decreasing library budgets, cost 

inflation among these journals has forced libraries to cancel access to them or to cut back on 

services elsewhere. Both options are harmful to the library user. The emergence and growth of 

open access (OA) journals represents an opportunity to improve access and affordability. 

Previous research has shown that scholars express concern over the scholarly impact, rigor, and 

legitimacy of OA journals. “Predatory” OA journals threaten to undermine the movement.  

Fortunately, recent research indicates these concerns are overwrought. With due diligence, 

scholars can easily find legitimate, rigorous, and high impact OA journals.  

 

Do OA Journals Provide an Advantage? 

Subscription journals once held a clear citation and journal impact factor advantage. This 

has nearly disappeared in recent years. Newly founded OA and subscription journals have an 

almost identical impact score (see infographic below). This indicates growing comfort among 

scholars with OA publication. However, older more established subscription-based journals still 

hold a slight citation and impact factor advantage. These legacy journals likely have a level of 

prestige within their field that newly established OA journals cannot. As OA journals establish 

positive reputations, the gap between these prestige journals will likely narrow (Bjork & 

Solomon, 2012).   

OA publication disseminates information further and faster than subscription journals.  

McKiernan et al. (2016) examined citation scores for articles published in the same journal, 

Proceedings of National Academy of Sciences, using its OA option versus its subscription option.   

Articles using the OA option were cited sooner and more frequently than their non-OA 

counterparts.  In the first 4-10 months following publication OA articles were twice as likely to 

be cited with the advantage expanding to three times as likely within 10-16 months (McKiernan 

et al., 2016; Bjork & Solomon, 2012). 
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 Since the mid-2000s, researchers conducted over 70 studies examining the impact score 

and citation advantage of OA and non-OA publication. 46 studies concluded OA provided a 

clear citation advantage, 17 found no difference, and 7 returned inconclusive results.  Open 

access journals have quicker turnover, wider reach, and allow for greater engagement between 

scholars (McKiernan et al. 2016).  

Still scholars across all disciplines express similar levels of resistance to publishing OA.  

In particular they cite concerns over peer-review, career advancement, and dissemination within 

their discipline. It is not enough for the research to be wildly available; it must reach the correct 

scholarly community. Interestingly, these same scholars express positive opinions about OA in 

general. Their concern seems to arise from a belief that they might suffer because their peers are 

not as open to OA as them (Rowley et al., 2017). This clearly indicates negative perceptions still 

exist, but will likely decline as scholars become more comfortable with OA. 

 

“Predatory” Journals  

Authors wishing to publish in open access journals must conduct due diligence. Some 

journals send spam emails hoping to catch unwary and naïve scholars. These journals might 

promise fast publication timelines and opportunities to present accepted work at non-existent 

conferences. Scholars fall victim to “predatory” journals for two primary reasons. First article 

processing charges (APC) tend to be much less expensive than legitimate OA publishers. Second 

they have a very quick turnaround. On average, articles are published within 2.7 months of 

submission (Shen & Bjork, 2015). 

In many cases, “predatory” journals present obvious red flags. They will likely have a 

confusing or difficult to navigate website. “Predatory” journals will have a non-transparent 

editorial and peer-review process. Lastly, they will emphasize their low APCs and quick 

publishing regimen (Masten & Ashcraft, 2017). Since scamming someone over the internet is 

inexpensive this problem is unlikely to go away.  

In 2014, there were approximately 12,000 “predatory” journals distributed by around 

1000 publishers. “Predatory” journals exist primarily as a mechanism for publishers to receive 

APC income. The journals do publish, but lack peer-review and editorial oversight. They 

functions mainly as a pay-to-publish scam (Shen & Bjork, 2015).  
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At present, “predatory publishing” seems to be isolated to the developing world. Asia and 

Africa account for 76.6% of authors with India representing a staggering 34.7% alone. Europe 

and North American account for only 18%. While scholars around the world likely fall victim to 

these scams, Shen & Bjork (2015) argues some might be well aware.  Scholars, especially in the 

developing world, might submit a manuscript knowing the publisher is disreputable, but 

recognizing publishing is integral to their career growth. They are taking “a calculated risk that 

experts who evaluate their publication lists will not bother to check the journal credentials in 

detail” (Shen & Bjork, 2015, p. 14). This issue fits into a wider problem in scholarly 

communication where scholars from developing countries have difficulties publishing in credible 

Western journals. For this reason, “Predatory” might be a misleading name when scholars really 

mean these journals have questionable marketing and peer review practices. 

Regardless, “Predatory” publishing has damaged the OA reputation, but scholars can 

fight back. In addition to conducting their due-diligence, scholars should develop an OA white 

and blacklists. This would create a central place for scholars interested in publishing in OA to 

find reputable journals and avoid predatory ones (Masten & Ashcraft, 2017).  

 

The Future of OA 

There is room for growth in social science OA publishing. Researchers have found OA 

publishing CiteScores for science, technology, and math (STM) are higher than in subscription 

journals. As STM moves toward OA, the social sciences still show a CiteScore preference for 

subscription-based journals.  

This difference might arise because of different patterns in scholarly communication. 

STM is more interdisciplinary. Scholars in different fields often collaborate and build upon each 

other’s work. This requires greater openness and the ability to communicate across fields. 

Subscription journals inhibit this flow of knowledge.  On the other hand, social sciences tend to 

be more insular. They function within the domain of their fields and tend to be less 

interdisciplinary (Yan & Li, 2018).  

A final issue with social science OA journals concerns APCs. STM research tends to 

come from government and philanthropic grants. In recent years, these funding agencies have 

included funds to cover APCs. This is not the case in social sciences. Often scholars do not 

receive grant funds and would have to pay APCs out of pocket. In the future, OA proponents 
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hope to improve social science use of OA publishing. However, they will need to develop 

creative ways to avoid prohibitively expensive APCs (Glover et al., 2006; Yan & Li, 2018). 

 

Conclusion 

OA publishing has grown significantly since its inception in the 1990s. STM has spurred 

its acceptance with most grant funding agencies either requiring OA publication or archiving a 

copy in an OA journal. STM OA journals impact and cite scores rival their subscription 

counterparts. In some fields OA impact scores have greatly surpassed non-OA articles. It is 

likely only a matter of time until the social sciences catch up.  

 

References 

Bjork, B.-C., & Solomon, D. (2012). Open access versus subscription journals: A comparison of 

scientific impact. BMC Medicine, 10(1), 73-82. doi:10.1186/1741-7015-10-73 

Glover, S. W., Webb, A., & Gleghorn, C. (2006). Open access publishing in the biomedical 

sciences: Could funding agencies accelerate the inevitable changes? Health Information 

and Libraries Journal, 23(3), 197-202. doi:10.1111/j.1471-1842.2006.00657.x 

Masten, Y., & Ashcraft, A. (2017). Due diligence in the open access explosion era: Choosing a 

reputable journal for publication. FEMS Microbiology Letters, 364(21). 

doi:10.1093/femsle/fnx206 

McKiernan, E. C., Bourne, P. E., Brown, C. T., Buck, S., Kenall, A., Lin, J., . . . Yarkoni, T. 

(2016). How open science helps researchers succeed. eLife, 5. doi:10.7554/elife.16800 

Rowley, J., Johnson, F., Sbaffi, L., Frass, W., & Devine, E. (2017). Academics' behaviors and 

attitudes towards open access publishing in scholarly journals. Journal of the Association 

for Information Science and Technology, 68(5), 1201-1211. doi:10.1002/asi.23710 

Shen, C., & Bjork, B.-C. (2015). ‘Predatory’ open access: A longitudinal study of article 

volumes and market characteristics. BMC Medicine, 13(1). doi:10.1186/s12916-015-

0469-2 

Yan, E., & Li, K. (2018). Which domains do open access journals do best in? A 5-year 

longitudinal study. Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology, 

69(6), 844-856. doi:10.1002/asi.24002  



 

148 

 

 

  



 

149 

 

 

22. Modernizing the Peer Review Process 

through Elimination of Bias 
 

Luke Conley 

 

As scholarly communication expands worldwide, the need for a way to judge the merit 

and veracity of published materials has only increased. For decades, this has involved peer 

review. The peer review process is a cornerstone of all scholarly fields, but it can be an 

exclusionary, antiquated, and problematic process. This paper will examine these challenges and 

demonstrate the need for significant change to adapt to a changing scholarly landscape. 

This paper does not seek to explain the existing process in depth, but a base knowledge is 

still useful when examining this topic. Essentially, when looking to publish an academic paper, 

scholars will have their work vetted by “a panel of experts: Those with seniority in the field 

review the work of their (junior) peers and do so blindly or openly, depending on the journal’s 

requirements” (Littlefield, 2015, p. 99). Much of the problem here is inherent to these basic facts, 

namely that peer review is primarily disciplinary and that it is a very human process. Moving 

toward a more interdisciplinary model is a simple solution that addresses the first of these 

concerns. Littlefield herself suggests as much in detail. The second concern is harder to combat. 

Unless technology has a massive, unforeseen jump, there can be no removal of the human 

element any time soon. Therefore, the question becomes “how can we ensure human bias is as 

minimal as possible in the peer review process?” 

First, let us examine the ways human bias can harm the peer review process and the 

academic publishing industry as a whole. There are a number of ways that bias can manifest, 

three of which Tvina et al. (2019, p. 1081-1082) lay out in their examination of the topic. The 

first is ad hominem bias, which manifests as a direct connection (either positive or negative) to 

one or more of the authors of a paper. The second, affiliation bias, relates to preconceived 

notions against an author’s associated institution. Once again, this bias can either be positive or 

negative. Finally, ideological bias is any potential view a reviewer or editor might hold against 

the topic or topics discussed. Any or all of these, in any combination, can lead to certain papers 

being accepted and published when they should not, while others are dismissed despite potential 
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merit. These biases relate to a potentially endless number of causes, though common factors 

include gender and race.  

Tushingham et al. (2017) examined the trend of female publications in the 42 years 

between 1974 and 2016. Their study, which focused on anthropology journals in Western North 

America, found that as time has passed the field of archaeology has managed a gender parity, 

with a potential trend of female dominance in terms of practicing members. Despite this, the 

gender gap in published works is not closing at the same rate, if at all. Indeed, at the time of their 

study, female written works in two of the three examined journals had dropped (Tushingham et 

al., 2017, p. 12-14). Notably, the journal with the highest level of gender parity among published 

works was the single non-peer reviewed publication. The authors chalk this up in no small part to 

the lack of women in tenure positions, which would make them more active in the peer review 

process. While this could potentially fix itself as the younger, more gender equal generations 

replace the older, male dominated ones, a more proactive response should be taken, so as to 

ensure any disenfranchised group does not have to simply “wait their turn” to enter publication. 

Abu-Saad (2008) also focuses his attention on marginalized groups, looking specifically 

at indigenous Palestinian scholars in Israel. As one such Palestinian scholar, Abu-Saad has used 

his personal experience to confirm his thesis. He describes the ways in which his research as an 

indigenous person into obstacles in indigenous people’s lives was critiqued by panels of 

academics from the culturally dominant Israeli ethnic group. He found that they would often 

simply reject his research outright despite their critiques pointing toward revision instead. While 

their reasons for this related to potential bias due to his closeness to the topic, he argues that their 

distance from the topic is an equal if not greater bias saying “The reviewers also had a 

perspective but it was treated as if it were nonexistent because it represented the dominant 

perspective” (Abu-Saad, 2008, p. 1903).  

These problems of bias are the greatest weakness, the inherent flaw, in the peer review 

process. If the academic world wants to continue to use peer review (and there is certainly an 

argument to be made against doing so) then the system itself must be modified. There are 

numerous proposed changes that can be made. Tvina et al. (2019) put two such models forward. 

The first is straight forward, and has begun to be adopted in certain circles: the double-blind 

approach. Much as a double-blind strategy might be used in scientific experimentation, a double-

blind peer review anonymizes the author and conceals their affiliated institutions, gender, race, 
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and personal beliefs. This becomes tricky in practice however, as factors like small academic 

fields and citations may lead to a recognition of anonymous researchers. Furthermore, double-

blind setups allow editors to see the identity of the author, a problem that could be combated by 

uncommon triple-blind reviews (Tvina et al., 2019, p. 1082).  

Nobarany and Booth (2017) examine the ways anonymity can be used and guaranteed in 

methods like this. The first step is naturally to remove names, either those of the authors, 

reviewers, or both. From here, both groups are often asked to disclose potential conflicts of 

interest that may lead to bias such as financial backing, work with various institutions, or other 

personal connections to the research. These can either be concealed or disclosed to the opposite 

group, depending on the publisher’s methods. The same is done with authors’ roles in the 

proposed paper. Once the paper has been reviewed, the findings, opinions, and ultimate decisions 

could be made anonymous, again depending on the position of the publisher, and may be 

disclosed to the authors. Finally, there is often an internal record of the reviewers’ performance, 

which can be used to identify the strength of their performance. While all these steps and 

methods exist, the potential problem here lies in the lack of uniformity of these steps between 

publications. One field of study may use anonymity drastically different from another, and even 

within single fields, one journal may follow different guidelines from another. This can lead to 

confusion and the potential for bias to leak into the process.  

Another option is the open peer review strategy. While the double-blind method calls for 

anonymity, this method takes a dramatically opposite approach by aiming for transparency. In 

this methodology reviewers would have access to the identity of the authors, but once published 

the public would know the reviewers’ identities and have full access to the reviewers’ critiques 

(Tvina et al., 2019, p. 1082). The theory here is that the reviewers would be more careful to be 

conscious of potential bias and the larger academic world has the opportunity to vet and call out 

reviewers, potentially eliminating those blinded by bias. This method is less vetted, and some 

journals that have tested it out found that both the editorial board and scholars seeking review 

preferred the double-blind method (Tvina et al., 2019, p. 1082). Clearly either more testing of 

this process must be done or changes must be made to make it more useful to the academic 

community, though there is certainly some merit to its goals. Nobarany and Booth (2017, p. 958) 

state it clearly: “transparency can promote accountability, while anonymity can encourage 

frankness.” In this case, the academic community must determine what it values most.  
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Perhaps the only consistent way of eliminating bias from the peer review process is to 

further professionalize it by strengthening its ethical foundation. Sciullo and Duncan (2019) offer 

five potential ways to begin doing this. First, they propose that anyone seeking to join a review 

board should have some sort of training or certification. This could be done as part of a graduate 

program or via an external certifying committee. Having a baseline for what is expected of 

reviewers could help them narrow their focus and minimize bias. Their second proposal entails 

having reviewers sign off on their reviews, thus making their names known to at the very least 

the author. This could be done even as part of a double blind study. Thirdly, they suggest paying 

reviewers for their work. While this is a controversial point in the peer review field, it is believed 

that this could further incentivize speedy, focused reviews. Proposal number four bolsters this 

focus on speed, calling for a thirty-day standard for review turnaround. The unpredictable wait 

times for receiving reviews is inefficient at best, and actively detrimental to the optics of the 

industry at worst. Finally, they offer what they view as the best hope of getting any of this done 

in the first place: collective action from a united group of scholars. They argue that the best way 

to commit publishers to adopting these changes would be to band together and show a united 

front, slowly calling for changes in the hopes of eventual massive change such as those outlined 

above. 

However, the peer review process is modernized, the fact is clear that it must be done. 

Marginalized and underrepresented groups such as women, indigenous people, and other 

minorities are the victims of a biased system, unintentionally or otherwise. Double-blind reviews 

can prove effective, but are inconsistent in their methodology. Open peer review has promise but 

is unpopular and needs retooling. So, it is clear that the way reviews are done must change, 

through uniform standards, timetables, and perhaps even signed reviews from adequately 

compensated review boards. To get this done, academics must come together, including those on 

review boards themselves, to petition the publishing industry to modernize and adopt these 

desperately needed changes. 

 

References 

Abu-Saad, I. (2008). Where inquiry ends: The peer review process and indigenous standpoints. 

American Behavioral Scientist, 51(12), 1902-1918. doi:10.1177/0002764208318939 



 

153 

 

 

Littlefield, M. M. (2016). Rethinking peer-review processes: Expertise across the 

neuroscience/humanities gap. AJOB Neuroscience, 7(2), 99-101. 

doi:10.1080/21507740.2016.1172138 

Nobarany, S., & Booth, K. S. (2017). Understanding and supporting anonymity policies in peer 

review. Journal of the Association for Information Science & Technology, 68(4), 957-

971. doi:10.1002/asi.23711 

Sciullo, N. J., & Duncan, M. (2019). Professionalizing peer review suggestions for a more 

ethical and pedagogical review process. Journal of Scholarly Publishing, 50(4), 248-264. 

doi:10.3138/jsp.50.4.02 

Tushingham, S., Fulkerson, T., & Hill, K. (2017). The peer review gap: A longitudinal case 

study of gendered publishing and occupational patterns in a female-rich discipline, 

Western North America (1974-2016). PLoS One, 12(11), 1-24. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188403 

Tvina, A., Spellecy, R., & Palatnik, A. (2019). Bias in the peer review process: Can we do 

better? Obstetrics and Gynecology, 133(6), 1081-1083. 

doi:10.1097/AOG.0000000000003260   



 

154 

 

 

  



 

155 

 

 

23. The Impact of Open Access Medical 

Research on Other Researchers and the 

Public 
 

Megan Sullivan 

 

 An ongoing concern for many researchers in the field of academia is access to the most 

cutting-edge research. Due to copyright complications, publication requirements, and paywalls, 

researchers, and the public at large find it difficult to access the most recent medical research in 

their field; research that could have a direct impact on their own projects or the health and 

wellness of those facing a critical illness. However, a solution that has been proving itself as a 

possible option is open access (OA). By examining the challenges and triumphs associated with 

OA, and the ever-changing opinion of the medium in general, a complete picture emerges of how 

medical research and other fields can be directly impacted by unfettered access to this 

information. 

 Open access (OA), across all of academia, rose with the onset of the Internet. “According 

to the Directory of Open Access Journals, there are approximately 2,000 open access medical 

journals in existence today” (Sukhov et. al, 2016). In fact, OA has now become so pervasive 

there are different levels (green, gold, hybrid), different compensation structures, and even a 

predatory, exploitative publishing market that has sprung up around it. 

 Support for open access was furthered in 2011, at the conference Horizon 2020: Investing 

in the Common Good. “The conference intended an examination of what it meant to treat 

knowledge as a public good in policy-making and how this might influence future European 

Union funding schemes for research and innovation” (de Hert & Samama, 2017).  

 This illustrates that, at the heart of OA, especially in the medical research realm, the 

conceit is “research literature should be treated as an intellectual commons” (Wyatt, 2019, p.2). 

Or as “Dr. Robert-Jan Smits explains, the aim is to increase accessibility to scientific data on the 

premise that public funding should result in public domain and accessibility” of said research 

(Agustini & Berk, 2019, p. 1044). 
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Dr. Smits gave open access medical research form and function when he proposed Plan 

S, an initiative borne out of Europe that would require all members of cOAlition S to publish on 

at least one of a select list of OA journal sites. cOAlition S is further covered in an article in 

PLoS Medicine, authored by Marc Schiltz. He announces that part of the mandate is that any 

organization that receives research funding from him or the other members of cOAlition S must 

publish via open access. This is an important push toward OA from some of the most important 

people – those with the money. 

Plan S, announced in September 2018, was a mandate supported by “European funders, 

which collectively support around 3% of the world’s research articles” (Johnson, 2019, p. 1). 

Day et al. discuss this trend as well, stating that “medical research is often made possible through 

public funds, therefore members of the public should be able to access the research results” 

(2020, p. 1). And in an article published in the New England Journal of Medicine in 2016, 

Krumholz and Waldstreicher highlight that the “private and public sector research funders are 

developing clear expectations for sharing data from the work they support” (p. 403). This further 

proves that since the initial announcement in 2011 of cOAlition S and later Plan S, the idea was 

gaining momentum outside of Europe too.  

As the deadline for the Plan S mandate loomed large (end of 2020, beginning of 2021), 

more concerns regarding the pitfalls of OA arose. As described by McCann and Polacsek in the 

Journal of Advanced Nursing, “… achievement of the original goals of OA has been impeded by 

problems of credibility, questionable business models and long-term sustainability” (2017, p. 

218). The article discusses another impediment to open access validation, predatory journals 

(PJ). “It is estimated that more than 10,000 predatory journals produced over 400,000 papers in 

2014” (2017).  

According to research conducted by Richtig et al., “‘predatory journals’ threaten the 

medical scientific integrity as bogus articles were shown to be accepted by journals without any 

properly conducted peer review” (2019, p. 1). While this is true of traditional print journals just 

as much as OA, the quick proliferation of OA journals over the last decade has left little time for 

a true verification process (p. 2). But common characteristics among PJs have emerged and it is 

these markers that are quickly spreading throughout the academic community in the hope to limit 

and eventually stop the practices of predatory journals.  
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Another finding in the Richtig study, which surveyed oncologists in Austria and 

Germany, uncovered that medical professionals were capable and aware of predatory journals. 

“A total of 131 participants (69.7%) in the survey had prior knowledge of predatory journals,” 

and more than 50% (54.8) stated that they knew how to identify a predatory journal (p. 5). 

In a study conducted by Swanberg et al., faculty members were asked to review and 

identify predatory open access journals. Seventy-three percent of the respondents revealed that 

they had been “asked to publish in a predatory OA journal” (2020, p. 212). “In addition, 93.3% 

strongly agreed or agreed with the statement ‘My field/profession should be concerned about 

predatory OA journals’” (p. 213). It is important to note only 79.3% of the medical faculty 

respondents (as compared to 90.7% of the general faculty) “reported higher self-confidence in 

their ability to assess journal quality” (p. 214). 

 While awareness is the first step to counteracting predatory practices, perhaps the biggest 

question relates to the amount of work and due diligence faculty and researchers must do in order 

to ensure their research is being published in a reputable source. Is it worth it? 

 The short answer is yes. From the perspective of researchers and the general public it is 

beneficial. In an article by Wyatt he states that “open access publishing brings many advantages 

for authors, researchers, research funders, publishers, the environment, and patients” (2019, p. 1). 

He goes on to say “for the author, publication in an open-access journal means that their work is 

90% more likely to be read and 42% more likely to be downloaded as a PDF in the six months 

following publication” (2019). Also, “OA articles are accessible even to audiences beyond 

academia, thus potentially having more societal impact” (Holmberg et al., 2020, p. 647), and “the 

limited existing research suggests that non-academics both prefer and make use of open access 

medical research when it is made available” (Day et al., 2020, p. 2). 

Additionally, there is evidence that open access has had a positive impact on patient 

outcomes. “Having open access to medical research is important not only for research scientists, 

but also for members of the general public” (2020, p. 1). Day et al., further elaborate: 

Open access allows medical evidence that can impact the policies and practices that 

shape population health to be widely distributed and freely available to all – including not 

only academic researchers, but also medical professionals, policy makers, and laypersons 

(p. 2). 
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 Contrast this type of dissemination to publications past. As Saqr et al. discussed in their 

article, “Tear Down the Walls: Disseminating Open Access Research for a Global Impact,” 

“research has shown that translation of research into practice is slow; one study stated that it may 

take an average of 17 years for research evidence to reach 50% adoption in clinical practice” 

(2020, p. 44). 

 A further argument regarding the benefit of sharing clinical research with other medical 

professionals is illustrated via the RCSB Protein Data Bank (PBD) which was “established in 

1971 as the first open-access, digital-data resource in biology” (Burley et al., 2018, p. 326). 

According to Burley et al., “open access data available from the PDB archive have helped 

transform HIV/AIDS from a death sentence to a chronic disease that can be managed with 

combination anti-retroviral therapy” (2018). A statement like that is probably the best argument 

for open access for research and its data. Burley et al. also state that “research projects are only 

truly complete when the results have been published and the data necessary to reproduce and 

build on the work are made available to all” (2018).  

 Open access to medical research provides a host of benefits for both researchers and the 

general public that are hard to discount. From impact on patient outcomes to knowledge 

dissemination to public advocacy, it seems that these positives outweigh any negatives. There is 

no doubt that key stakeholders, such as large academic publishers, will continue to raise concerns 

over the verity of open access content, but as 2021 approaches and Plan S is further enforced it 

will be hard to debate the true benefit of open access medical research. 
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24. Encouraging Open Scholarship in the 

Humanities through Alternative Methods 

and Publishing 
 

Tim Allman 

 

Given the complex and competitive nature of academic publishing, the robust work of 

scholars can often go unnoticed, especially in the humanities. Add to this a growing concern for 

annual budgetary cuts, and the path to earning tenure in the humanities becomes increasingly 

difficult. As a result, scholars and academic institutions in the humanities are turning to 

alternative methods of publication, via digital, open access platforms that facilitate legitimate 

scholarly communication. This paper will investigate the impact and feasibility of these 

platforms. 

Little has been said directly when specifically reflecting on the effects of open access 

(OA) as it relates to digital humanities scholarship (DH). How can the humanities of the future 

benefit from OA platforms? If anything, we can be sure that OA allows for a variety of new 

resources otherwise left unexplored or not taken seriously in the past. Martin Paul Eve’s work 

(2014) addresses the contexts of open access, pointing out, “…there is also an understanding of 

OA emerging that seems desirable to a large number of stakeholders, regardless of 

political position: open access would function simply to allow researchers and the general public 

to have access to academic research material when they otherwise could not. Broader 

motivational differences for desiring this, of course, remain” (p. 2).  

DH and OA share similar backgrounds when seen as alternatives to traditional research 

methods. As shown by Daniel Apollon in his “Digital Critical editions,” the internet has come to 

be seen as an extension of the mind and body to the modern-day information user. But if having 

access to instant information becomes the norm, then traditional and cultural institutions of 

research could be at risk of inaccessibility through various research technologies. Specific to 

humanities departments, the question now must be asked, as to whether their department holds 

relevance within these new methods. Apollon (2014) highlights the common notion of the 

library, seen only for books-as-texts now has evolved; scholars and other information users work 
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through developing resources and technologies in a more interactive, collaborative way, and 

antithetical from any view that only holds traditional texts just as a text. “The very status of 

texts,” says Apollon, “heirs to a long tradition of manuscript and printed books, is evolving with 

multimedia writing, constantly developing technologies, and new spaces and media for 

knowledge is gradually superseding the authority of secular cultural objects” (p. 1). Traditional 

humanist scholars working in things like traditional textual criticism and cultural studies have 

been slow to embrace these burgeoning resources in digital scholarship. Humanities departments 

dealing in heavy textual analysis now come to face nuanced issues; such as in the exponentially 

developed production and accessibility of documents; the emergence of specific tools for 

scholarly work; new political ideologies to traditional publishing; and expectations of readers as 

new-found interactive information users has changed research methods forever.  It becomes 

important then for Humanities scholars to become literate to these methods so their work could 

be viewed to more populous mediums. Beyond asking: What is a text?” scholars can now feel 

free to ask things like “Which kind of text is produced?” or “how is a text produced?” even “why 

is a text produced in a particular way?” are relevant questions when discussing text. 

Digitization projects in libraries today are of particular interest to humanities scholars 

focusing on modes of scholarly output that focuses on introducing innovative tools that answer 

the needs of users. Examples of other new common tasks for humanities research are in 

department projects like assisting in access to full text searches, or nuanced indexing approaches, 

even having access to automatic translations of a work in a foreign language. All these 

approaches to fundamental research might not fall into traditional methods of study in the past, 

but with a mastery in digital scholarship, the collaborative is encouraged. How can we find new 

ways of approaching texts in a more collaborative way? Cultural criticism perhaps sees itself as a 

cross-disciplinary philosophy, regardless of digital scholarship, but this historical approach found 

within the humanities allows for cross-influences. This allows collaborative researchers to view 

text as a product; situated and assimilated, co-referenceable, in a socio-historical world. Many of 

these techniques of textual criticisms and their formalities had been articulated by Karl 

Lachmann (1793-1851) and as Apollon points out, “Lachmann claimed that the editor should 

search for the original version of the text, or, if that was unattainable, for as close an 

approximation to the original as possible” (p. 36). Textual criticism as historical criticism could 

come to be seen as the same thing. Further still, there is a certain level of authenticity at stake 
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when related to formal academic research. Something like digital humanities scholarship could 

fill that gap, to help illuminate issues of authenticity. This is a kind of literary sociology that is 

being suggested in a nuanced scope we now call Digital Humanities (DH).  

Digital humanities and alternative scholarly communication take into account the 

cognitive, literary, and technological environments of a text. What Apollon clarifies is that 

internet-based architectures, such as editorial practices, epistemological perspectives, and 

technological advances are becoming extremely important to new research in humanities 

departments. Technological practices have become a mode of publishing, and this is of particular 

interest to scholars for the obvious reasons like gathering and processing important content. 

Technologies used in the humanities can now foster a generation of intermediary representations 

by means of encoding large sets of data to a student body that is already literate to these various 

modes of interpreting data in computational ways. Transformations of this kind could mean a 

need for significant quantitative representation. As an example Lincoln Mullen, asserts that 

humanities scholars use digital practices and concepts to one degree or another, even those who 

do not identify as digital humanists. Working as a digital humanist as a binary of literary studies 

and computer sciences, as might traditionally be the case (p. 237). As Mullen points out, most 

humanities scholars are already using various types of digital scholarship; the question remains 

as to how they do so, today.  

There is an interesting element of inclusivity that us pointed out in Mullen’s article: “This 

concept of a spectrum can turn the ethos of inclusion into a tool of persuasion. Does someone 

question whether digital humanities work counts as scholarship? Demonstrate how the work 

advances or refines techniques implicit in more traditional scholarship. Does a scholar doubt the 

value of identifying as a digital humanist? Point out how that scholar is already using digital 

methods and concepts” (p. 238). This comes down to an inclusivity not only of ideas, but also of 

various methodologies. 

See for instance the case that is brought up in Brett D. Hirsch’s “Shakespeare and the 

Digital World: Redefining Scholarship.”  Hirsch points out traditional Shakespeare research 

revolves around issues like public engagement, pedagogy, and performance but now issues of 

digital scholarship have become one of the most important modes of communication for public 

engagement. “Digital” has come to mean issues of the technological; digital networks, social 

media, and online publishing to name a few. The importance of social and non-academic 
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connections , whether in the form of blogging for the sake of cultural heritage, or uploading 

recordings of performances, they can all be seen as “forward-looking” in nature. Questions 

regarding the authenticity of a “live” performance versus a recorded performance is usually an 

issue within Shakespeare digital studies today.  

All that has been said thus far has been an assertion to recognize the strides that new, 

alternative research methods that are engaging to humanities scholars. Jo Guldi’s article, 

“Reinventing the Academic Journal” (Hacking the Academy: New Approaches to Scholarship 

and Teaching from Digital Humanities.) points out academic journals are currently rethinking 

their courses of management– possibly even their respected publication standards. These changes 

require terms of shifting academic communities to information that is far from the ways it has 

been done in the past. Humanities publishing has established an economic base from a print 

cycle that is usually something like issue-by-issue websites, or PDF services like JSTOR. 

Journals now must pursue interoperability with other web tools. Alternative publishing, says 

Guldi, should take this as an opportunity to reframe their role in the academy as curators, given 

the huge absence of peer-review when it comes to the lack of peer-review and fact-checking that 

is done on the web. “For questions of disciplinary fields, for example, Wikipedia is likely to be 

irrelevant and useless. Far more useful, from my point of view, have been peer-to-peer 

exchanges on social-bookmarking and networking sites like Deliciois, LibraryThing, and 

Twitter, where colleagues in proximate fields have openly shared their course reading material, 

current research and private canons” (p. 20).  

Gary Hall’s “Another University is Possible” points out that popular reasons why 

scholars in the humanities have turned to new approaches in DH, is because a common theme in 

departments has been the recent concentration of research into smaller, more prestigious 

institutions and this has caused to a decline in the security of university employment in the 

humanities departments. Add to this, fixed terms for staff, or hourly paid contracts and this has 

turned many professional scholars into “precarious laborers” (p. 1).  

Hall points to a lack of support in departments, particularly those that have come to be 

seen as any “critique of capitalism” studies. These departments that rely heavily on to Marxist 

theory as critical studies, this has a tendency to work against more competitive research 

institutions (p. 1). As gaining employment in a desired academic department becomes more and 

more competitive, Hall points out publishing sites, like CSeARCH (Cultural Studies e-Archives) 
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are an open access digital site, free of charge to archive, and available to those with access to the 

internet. If there is a hesitancy to publish ideologically heavy criticism seen in Universities, as 

Hall suggests, he also shows optimism in open access platforms for scholars that cannot sell their 

research in sufficient amounts.  

Hall’s notion of economic pressures placed on humanities departments is much aligned 

with E.S. Hellman’s work in “The Open-Factor: Toward Impact-Aligned Measures” as an 

interesting companion piece.  In the end, sites like altmetrics have begun to lay out solutions 

important to quantifiable data to things that might be brought up in humanities research. Hellman 

shows that open access publishers are now looking for ways to measure their impact to better 

illuminate beneficial results to publishers and funders, but these early attempts like what Hall 

points to, like coordinating downloaded logs to measure journal impact, in the end have shown 

uncertain promises. Hellman adds to this the new use of e-book platforms in regard to publishing 

output, “several groups have begun tackling the problem of measuring impact for open access e-

books. One strand of activity has drawn from the field of altmetrics. Commercial services such 

as Altmetric.com aim to provide data relevant to e-book impact” (p. 2).  The study deals in 

attempts at quantifiable data in DH media and resources, which has been very specific to 

humanities scholars’ own quantitative data collections. Data mining and metadata are important 

aspects of research, and thus whether in the form of e-books or online journals, altmetrics has 

begun to show a way for this to be not so daunting a task. 

In the end, the collaborative nature that has shown itself through alternative modes of 

scholarly communication in the humanities has shown a promising future when it has embraced 

non-traditional modes of research and inter-departmental work. Sephen M. Mutula’s “Working 

Together or Apart? Promoting the Next Generation of Digital Scholarship…” shows that one of 

the most effective ways to bridge the gap in humanities departments is to encourage open 

scholarship through open access publishing or other digital scholarship, and that this is going to 

come down to experimenting through workshops amongst colleagues and departments. “The 

contributors to the report are experts with industrial knowledge from such diverse fields as 

computational linguistics, cloud computing, human-computer interaction, content management, 

digital technology, cyber-infrastructure, e-publishing, computer modelling, cross language-

information retrieval, and digital resources management” (p. 2). These summits bring together 



 

167 

 

 

the humanities, social sciences and computer science professions to what is important to DH and 

OA scholarly communications. 

Norm Friesen examines the popular opinion that formal schooling has the tendency to 

stifle creativity through its formal structure, and higher education as we know it today has also 

been labeled as such. Friesen follows John Dewey, saying that formal educational systems must 

be readjusted to meet the technological advances of the modern era. Friesen is not proposing 

abolishing the structure of higher education all together, but rather, coming to mirror the 

phenomenon of what is happening in DH today- because of its lack of a clear definition of itself, 

this hybrid methodology is encouraging for humanities departments. 
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